



ine 5, 
ne 27. 


Fuly 2 
ay 21, 


urers. 

Ord 
uly 4 
raly 3 
ne 18, 
e 27. 
nton. 
wers. 
High 


ietor. 


try, 
ludes 
umes 


at be 


ar ity 
0 tle 


é 607 
+ 607 


ASHER 





The Solicitors Journal. 


LONDON. JULY 18, 1885. 








CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir HAs BEEN ANNOUNCED that the new trial paper in the Queen’s 
Bench Division will not be taken again during the present sittings. 
This is unfortunate, as the new trial list is very much in arrear. 
Though the court has sat pretty regularly for the disposal of these 
cases, the progress made with them has been remarkably slow. The 
consequence is that at the present time only those cases which 
were set down for hearing in April last have been reached, and 
all those set down since April will probably have to stand over till 
after the Long Vacation. It is, of course, still possible, not 
withstanding the above-mentioned announcement, that a court 
may be formed towards the end of the sittings to dispose of some 
of these cases; but this is very improbable, and, even if it were 
done, only a very slight impression could be made upon the arrears. 





Ir 1s TO BE HOPED that the question of motions in the Chan 
Division, which is referred to in the report of the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, will not be lost sight of by the new 
Lord Chancellor. The proposal that in the Chancery Division 
motions should be set down in a list, and heard in their order, has 
more than once been advocated in this journal. At the time it 
was first made by us it was, perhaps, more necessary in the interest 
of suitors than it is now; it is certainly less -emmon now than 
formerly to find ‘‘ motions continued” at the he..' of the day’s list 
in any of the Chancery courts, indeed, it 1..+ unfrequently 
happens that on a motion day all motions are dispo..d of before the 
court rises. But, although the grievance is not quite so great as it 
was formerly, the fact remains that the right of the Queen’s 
Counsel is, except in the most urgent cases, rigidly enforced, and 
both solicitors and suitors would benefit by the proposed change. 





An Onrper rn Counc, has been made under section 3 of 
the Revising Barristers’ Act, 1873, increasing the total num- 
ber of revising barristers from 89, the number fixed by the 
Order in Council of 27th of June, 1876, to 123; thus adding 
34 to the previous number. This, as Sir Henry James explained, 
in. the course of the debates on the Redistribution Bill, was 
estimated to be the smallest addition which could be made, con- 
sistently with the efficient conduct of the revision of the lists of 
voters. If in any place it should be found that an additional 
revising barrister is needed, section 29 of the Redistribution Act, 
1885, enables a judge in chambers to appoint one or more duly 
qualified barristers to act in addition to the barristers originally 
appointed. The same section also provides that each revising 


barrister is to be appointed to act for all the counties and |. 


boroughs "for which the judge appointing him has power to 
a; point revising barristers. The increase made by the Order in 
the numbers of these functionaries is greatest in the counties 
and boroughs within the South-Eastern Circuit, to which six new 
larristers have been added. Each of the populous districts covered 
7 the North-Eastern and Midland Circuits receives five new 
arristers. 





Tux casz of Last v. London Assurance Corporation, decided 
Jast Tuesday in the House of Lords, is a singular illustration of 
the uncertainty of the law. The question was whether sums 
payable by the corporation to participating policyholders by way 


that they were not, and A. L. Sarru, J., that they were. In the 
Court of Appeal, the Master of the Rolls and Corton, L.J., 
agreed with Day, J., and Linpixy, L.J., with A. L. Surrs, J. In 
the House of Lords, Lords Biacksurn and Firzexratp concurred 
with Linviey, L.J., and A. L. Suiru, J., Lord Bramwe1t dissent- 
ing, and expressing his personal inability to see that the question 
was even doubtful. The result is not satisfactory, the division of 
judicial opinion being exactly equal. It is, we think, to be 
regretted that, under these circumstances, a re-argument was not 
directed. This course is not unfrequently adopted by the House. 
Thus Goodman v. Mayor of Saltash (L. R. 7 App. Cas. 633) was 
twice argued, first before Lords Sxxtnorne, Buiacksurn, and 
Watson, and, secondly, before the same lords and Earl Carrys, 
Lords Bramwett and Firzegratp. So, again, there were two 
arguments in Capital and Counties Bank v. Henty (L. R. 7 
App. Cas. 741), first before Lords Penzance, Buacksurn, and 
Watson, and, secondly, before those lords and Lord Bramwe.w. 
And, early in the present session, the case of “‘ The Ship Emily” 
was twice argued. Considering the importance of the question raised 
on the present occasion, not only to the defendants, but to many 
other insurance societies, it seems a pity that the great reserve of 
judicial strength which now exists in the House of Lords was not 
druwn upon. The new Lord Chancellor, it is true, could not 
have rat, as he bad been counsel for the respondents, but the 
services of Lords Srrporyer, Penzance, CoLertper, Watson, 
MonxsweE 1, and Hosnovss, or of some of them, might have been 
made available. 








We printep last week an ingenious argument in favour of Mr. 
Justice Currry’s decision in Baynton v. Collins (33 W. R. 41, L. R. 
27 Ch. D. 604); and this week another learned correspondent 
desires to supply additional reasons in favour of that decision. He 
suggests that they may be found in the decisions in Johnson v. 
Lander (17 W. R. 272, L. R. 7 Eq. 228) and In re Coward and 
Adams’ Purchase (23 W. R. 605, L. R. 20 Eq. 179). Those cases 
were decided on section 25 of the Divorce Act (20 & 21 Vict. c. 
85), which provides that, in case of judicial separation, the wife 
shall, ‘‘ whilst the separation shall continue, be considered a feme 
sole with sare 29 to property of every os which she may 
acquire, or which may come to or devolve on her.” In the above- 
mentioned cases it was held that a wife’s chose in action not 
reduced into possession before a decree of judicial separation, 
was property which the wife had “ acquired,” or which had 
“come to or devolved upon her,” within the meaning of 
section 25. A case on the same section, more nearly in point, 
as regards the circumstances, is Jn re Insoll (14 W. R. 160, 
L. R. 1 Eq. 470). But how do these cases bear on the con- 
struction of the words in section 5 of the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, which section not only does not contain any one of the 
words ‘‘acquired,” “come to,” or ‘devolved upon” her, but 
contains words of very different import—viz., “‘ her title to which 
shall accrue” ? Our learned co dent’s etymological 
argument that, since “ accrued” denotes “‘ increase or growth,” it 
‘would seem to be properly applicable to a reversionary interest 
becoming an interest in ion,” overlooks the fact that, in the 
language of the section, it is not the interest, but ‘he title to the 
interest, which is to accrue. The title does not “‘ grow,” whatever 
the interest may do. But the amusing thing is that, while our 
ingenious correspondents are busily occupied in devising means of 
support for the doctrine of on v. Collins, the learned 


judicial father of that doctrine has already abandoned his offspring, 
or, at all events, has said that he will not adopt it without hearing 
something more in its favour than he has yet heard. Mr. Justice 
Kay has also seized the earliest opportunity of declaring that he 
will have nothing to do with the outcast. In spite, therefore, of 





of bonus constituted ‘ profits” or gains of the corporation 
aseessable to income tax. In the Divisional Court, Day, J., held 


all the efforts of our learned correspondents, the continued exist- 
ence of the bantling is very doubtful. 
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We pernt elsewhere a letter from a correspondent, who laments 
the reversal by the Court of Appeal of Mr. Justice Prarson’s 
judgment in Jn re Johnson and Tustin, an attitude which we do 
not think is entirely in accordance with the sentiments of the 
profession in general. We agree with our oF > gay in finding 
some vagueness in the judgments ; but we think that we can offer a 
satisfactory explanation of the particular point about the deed of the 
14th of October, 1854, upon which he lays so much stress. We 
understand the learned Lord Justice to have intended to distinguish 
between requiring that a sufficient abstract of a deed should be 
placed on the abstract of title, and calling for a copy of the deed 
to verify this sufficient abstract. We imagine that, on the non- 
appearance of any abstract of the deed, the purchaser said, ‘‘ Very 
well; I call upon you to show a forty years’ title” ; and that, after 
some disputation, a copy of the deed, which was really the only deed 
in dispute, was sent, though the purchaser had, in fact, only asked 
for an abstract ; and, therefore, Lord Justice Corron was quite correct 
in treating the purchaser as having demanded, not a copy of a deed, 
but the completion of the abstract; and all the apparently con- 
flicting passages seem to he reconciled. In one of our corres- 
pondent’s remarks we find a great deal of foree—namely, that the 
present decision may be insufficient to prevent subterfuge. He 
suggests that a vendor can make up a pretended abstract of a 
missing deed out of a recital contained in another deed, and then 
leave the purchaser without any remedy, except verification by 
comparison with the deed itself, for which, it seems, that he may 
be called upon to pay. We may not be entirely without a hope 
that the court will find a way to escape from this difficulty 
when the occasion shall arise. But we own that it seems 
strongly to suggest the conclusion that the arguments which 
avail to compel the vendor to produce a perfect abstract of 
title, avail also to compel him to prove that abstract. In 
fact, we might suggest that the section in question of the Act 
deals only with matters collateral to a perfect abstract, whether 
they refer to the abstracting of documents, copying of documents, 
ot the production of documents. And we must concede that 
the recent decision is confined to questions relating to the 
showing of the title, and does nothing to relieve a pur- 
chaser from the expense of proving the title (when the deeds 
are not in the vendor’s possession) even in the most funda- 
mental and essential particulars. With regard to what our 
correspondent says about the difficulty of defining a perfect abstract, 
we confess that we donot followhim. We take a perfect abstract to 
mean an abstract of a title which, if it be granted to be all true, 
and also to be complete, would enable the purchaser to defend his 
purchase against all comers. We understand Jn re Johnson and 
Tustin to have decided that the vendor is bound to show this at his 
own expense, whether he has the deeds in his possession or not. 
To what, then, do the words of the Act refer? We reply that 
they refer to any proceedings which may be taken to prove that the 
given abstract, which professes to be perfect, is, in fact, perfect. 
This, we think, affords the basis for a good practical distinction ; 
and it seems to accord with the decision of the Court of Appeal. 





Ow Satvrpay rast the Court of Appeal affirmed Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon’s decision in West London Commercial Bank y. Reliance 
Permanent Building Society (32 W. R. 913), a case which was 
said to have raised a point never before decided. Our readers will 
remember that the facts were that property mortgaged to a build- 
ing society was charged to the plaintifie, who gave notice of their 
charge to the society. The property was subsequently sold by the 
mortgagor, the building society joining in the conveyance to the 
purchaser. The same solicitors acted in the sale for the mortgagor 
and the building society, and, by an inadvertence on the part of the 
officers of the society, the solicitors were not informed of the notice 
of the plaintiff’s charge ; the deeds were, therefore, handed to the 
purchaser, and the purchuse-money was divided between the mort- 
gagor and the society. Vice-Chancellor Bacoy held that the owner 
of the charge was entitled to have the loss he had sustained made 
sig Pc society, the mortgagor being stated to be insolvent. 

e decision has been a good deal questioned, on the ground that the 
society neither sold under their hae of sale nor actively inter- 
vened in any way in the sale; all they did was to reeeive their 

and transfer the mortgaged property to the person 


paying them off; and this it has been contended they were at 
liberty to do without regard to the interests of a subsequent 
incumbrancer. But this contention ignores the substance of the 
transaction, which was not a transfer, but a sale which could only 
be carried into effect with the co-operation of the mortgagee. 





Tne svecEstion which appears in the report of the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society, that certain specified classes of 
orders made in the chambers of the Chancery Division should be 
drawn up by the chief clerks of the judges who pronounce 
them, is one which has a twofold aspect, and requires to be 
viewed from both sides. It appears to be generally acknow- 
ledged that the chief clerks have already on their hands more 
work than they can conveniently cope with, or, at any rate, as 
much as fully employs their time. The suggestion is that more 
work should be imposed upon them. Already they do some of the 
work of the taxing masters by taxing costs in minor cases, and they 
also do work of the class belonging to the registrars by drawing 
up certain orders; but that they should have more work imposed 
upon them, with a view of expediting the business of the regis- 
trars-and taxing masters, seems rather like robbing Prrer to 
pay Pavt. It is true that the suggestion is made on the assumption 
that the staff of chief clerks is to be increased, but there can be 
little doubt that, if Mr. Justice Norra had a staff of chief clerks, 
they would soon be fully employed with their proper work. In 
such a matter as legal procedure, a division of labour has been 
found the most effective plan in the long run for rapidly disposing 
of business, and this plan must, in a general way, be retained if 
confusion and delay are to be avoided. 





Tue Apporntment of additional Queen’s Counsel followed very 
rapidly on our statement last week of the probability of such an 
appointment. On Monday last five gentlemen were added to the 
long list of ‘‘ Her Majesty’s Counsel learned in thelaw.” The 
following are their names and dates of call to the bar:—One 
member of the Equity Bar, Mr. F. W. Busu, 1851; three members 
of the South-Eastern Circuit, Mr. J. M. Moorsom, 1863; Mr. C. H. 
Anpverson, 1867; and Mr. F. O. Crump, 1867; and one member of 
the Midland Circuit and Parliamentary Bar, Mr. J. H. Baxrovur 
Browne, 1870. 








THE HISTORY OF SEISIN. 


In the current number of our contemporary, the Law Quarterly 
Review, a learned and interesting article appears under the title 
‘¢ The Seisin of Chattels,” by Mr. F. W. Maitland, to which we 
would willingly direct our readers’ attention. In doing so we 
should state that in the main we concur with the learned author’s 
conclusions, besides having perused with interest the numerous 
examples which he has collected, to illustrate his theme, from 
sundry dusty tomes that are now very seldom talked about and are 
still more seldom read. But we have, nevertheless, a few remarks 
to make which tend to throw something like anew light upon some 
points; and we hope to make it appear that the subject is not 
wholly without importance to the practical man. If any further 
apology is needed for conducting our readers through these dusty 
paths of antiquity, we would hint to him our suspicion that there 
are signs of something like an incipient revival in the study of real 
property law; and though a hope is, doubtless, entertained in some 
quarters, that these “‘ hoary legends of the law” are shortly to be 
swept away by the new dispensation, we are rather encouraged by 
the very imperfect success of similar attempted sweepings, to 
expect that a good deal of the old law will qurvive for a good 
while to come. 

It is now, and has been since the days of Littleton, an axiom of 
the common legal speech, that the word ‘seisin”’ is, by our law, 

culiarly —— to denote only the possession of persons 

ving a legal estate of freehold. This rule is so firmly settled, 
that it is clearly imported into the construction of wills; and 





a few years apo Court of Ap held that under a devise of 
real estate (if any) of which a testatrix ‘might die seised,” real 
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estate would not pass, inte which the testatrix had, in law, only a 
“night of ,” and had no “ seisin,” whether “ in law ” or “ in 
deed” (Leach v. Jay, 27 W. R. 99, L. R. 9 Ch. D, 42). This 
fact alone is sufficient to redeem the present subject from the 
charge of having merely an antiquarian interest; and it must be 
remembered that a decision of this kind inevitably leads up to 
sundry corollaries, some of which were, perhaps, not clearly fore- 
seen at the time. 

The learned writer above mentioned is fully aware of the deep 
distinction made by modern legal speech between the seisin and 
other kinds ef possession. If he has (we by no means say that he 
has) at all erred in this respect, it is rather in having too strongly 
emphasized the distinction than in having slurred it over. Having 
stated the distinction in forcible language, he collects a great many 
examples from the Year books and other early indicia of the law, 
in which the words “ seised” and “ seisin” are used in respect to 
chattels and chattels real. These he traces to about the year 1426 ; 
aud he then remarks that, after an interval of about fifty years, 
we find Littleton testifying in the plainest language to the utter 
impropriety of such language. He remarks, however, that even 
Littleton sometimes made a slip in his language, and cites section 
567, where Littleton speaks of a termor for years as being 
‘« seised ” by force of his lease. We may add that, in section 177, 
he uses the word in relation to personal chattels. 

The learned author also traces in some detail the change in the 
usage of the word with regard to chattels real, though he does not 
in this connection refer to the Statute of Gloucester, or to the 21 
Hen. 8, c. 15 (see Co. Litt., 46a.). We are disposed to regard his 
examples as justifying the very remarkable conclusion that, as 
terms of years gradually became more common and acquired 
greater value and importance, so did they gradually lose their 
association with the dignified word “‘seisin.” We shall recur to 
this fact in the sequel. 

We are not quite sure whether we have correctly gathered the 
whole of the conclusions intended by the learned author to be 
deduced from his examples and premisses, but we are sure that they 
deserve careful consideration, and we hope that many of our 
readers may be induced by our present remarks to peruse them for 
themselves. Upon this occasion we have only to state briefly 
our own point of view. We have no doubt whatever that, in the 
early times of our feudal organization, the words “ seisin” and 
‘‘seised”” were used indiscriminately to denote all kinds of posses- 
sion of all kinds of things which admit of being possessed. We 
should suppose that this usage must have commenced as soon 
as the feudal organization was sufficiently settled to give 
occasion to any articulate mention of such subjects, and that it 
must, at all events, have begun as soon as the courts began to 
proceed upon anything worthy to be styled definite pleadings. 
This origin can hardly be doubted after a perusal of the examples 
collected by Mr. Maitland. We have no doubt that he correctl 
assigns the epoch of change to the middle half of the fifteen: 
century. Then the question arises, What conclusion should be 
drawn from the fact of this early confusion, followed by a subse- 
quent clear distinction in the current legal language ? 

In our view, these facts are so far ‘from tending to show any 
early confusion of the seisin of land with the seisin of chattels or 
chattels real, that they appear to lead to an opposite conclusion. 
We think that the distinction between the seisin of land and the 
seisin of chattels was in the early times, preceding the fifteenth 
century, so exceedingly clear, well marked, and universally 
recognized as existing in fact, that the same word might, without 
any danger of confusion, be indiscriminately _— to denote the 
two things; and that it was so used only with the tacit under- 
standing that the two things in question were separated by 
differences too well known and too fundamental to require specific 
mention. And we are confirmed in this opinion by the remarkable 
facts that the distinction between the seisin of the freeholds and 
the possession of chattels should have begun to be verbally recog- 
nized about the time when those changes were ‘beginning in the 
feudal organization, by which it ceased to be the vital political 
organization of the kingdom ; and that the distinction between the 
seisin of the freeholder and the seisin of the termor for years 
should have begun to be verbally recognized about the time when 
terms of years were beginning to be of too frequent occurrence 
and of too great practical importance to be any longer neglected in 
practice. Tn both cases it would seem that, so soon as a change 





common use of the words, then 


The learned euthor has some interesting vemerks epen 
causes of the copiousness of the references to ‘‘ the feudal system ” 
in the works of the eighteenth century lawyers, as compared with 
the almost total silence, not to say contemptuous neglect, oy 

the 


circumstances had introduced the risk of ion i the 
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by Lord Coke towards those high mysteries. ‘In course 
it became easier to read the Libri Feudorum than to read 

Books, and ‘ the total silence of Sir Edward Coke on the general 
doctrine of fiefs’ became ‘a matter of some surprise.’ Therefore, 
seisin shall be deemed a ‘technical term to denote the completion 
of that investiture by which the tenant was admitted imte the 
tenure.’” We doubt, however, whether the spread of what may 
be called the Blackstonian feu was due so much to 
ignorance of the Year Books, as to the general intellectual tone of 
the last century, which was peculiarly addi to ructi 
and to demanding the construction ef, neat and symmetrical 
systems. And it would follow from our previous remarks 
though the talk about ‘‘seisin” and “investiture” may 
be priggish, it nevertheless comes pretty hear to describing the 

ct. 

It remains only that we shonld once more express ont thanks to 
Mr. Maitland for his valuable essay, without the assistance of 
which we should probably never have been tempted to venture 
upon the foregoing remarks. 
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THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


Ili.—ORGANIZATION WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO 
NON-CONTENTIOUS BUSINESS. 
ConprTrons or SAxz. 

Ir is a matter of common observation that it is the exception and not 

the rule for an intending to coneern hi 
tions of sale, and that he will usually sign the auction gontract 
without a quiver, if ey bag has secured the property he wishes to 
have at the price which he was to pay; and it is curious te 
note this jae) m, semanion i Re comeaionse that, on the 
occasion of a sale by private contract, w! the purchaser generally 
avails himself of professional aid at the preliminary stage, the 
settlement of the draft contract uently occasions much discussion. 
Those who readily impute guile to lawyers will set down this contra- 
diction in the mode of dealing with two precisely similar things to a 
far from flattering cause; those who go below the surface 
disposed rather to wonder at the rashness of aucti 
cavil at efforts designed to secure fair play for the purehaser, 
So? WUnanSEe Ot pene: Eareensars: Sa, saeeeh, Sibens scien’ 
whatever conditions of sale the vendor chooses to make has a 
natural tendency to colour those documents with one-sided provisions, 
just as the circumstance that the land ay Fp - P~ 
early times, framed almost exclusively by owners of property 
impressed on these laws a strong sa f the handiwork of the 
noted intrest, Most of these —— have become too 
to be now open to question by any practising solicitor 
= bee eapresdy recognied Tagttlaben creed sy 
ve y recent legi » 
ever, a limit beyond which a vendor cannot, either 
himself or, in some cases, with common fairness to a , stretch 
his conditions, and we desire to make some few general observations 
wy devel ign spirit in which, as it appears to us, conditions should 
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Again, it is to be that the belief, well founded as it is, in 
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the indifference of purchasers as to conditions of sale cannot 

tly be carried the length of assuming that there is no such 
person in existence as a prudent p r. ressive conditions 
may perhaps not affect the result of the sale in the least, but there 
is, at all events, a risk that they will do so, and from this it follows 
that the circle of bidders may be narrowed by them. It was once 
attempted to be shown, as to a set of conditions by a trustee vendor 
impeached in the interests of beneficiaries, that the pro had 
fetched an excellent price and the conditions had done no harm, but 
the court at once penetrated the flimsiness of this attempt to prove a 
—— and pointed out that that was precisely what could not be 
judicially inquired into. 

In ing these observations, we, of course, make a reservation in 
favour of cases of reasonable necessity. If, in the example which 
we just now supposed, the vendor were to deduce only a five years’ 
title because, for some reason, he had no better title to offer, there 
would be nothing to be said against the proceeding, whether he 
were beneficial owner or trustee. Our argument is directed to 
stringent conditions which have no warrant in the particular circum- 
stances and are animated only by excess of economy, or by careless- 
ness, or a want of appreciation of what is fair and just as between 
vendor and % 

Once again, the court has a time-honoured tendency, even where a 
vendor has no responsibility as trustee, to pay very small regard to 
brave The vendor who puts a property up for sale as 
pose ning: henry eight acres, and stipulates that no compensation 
shall be allowed for any error whatsoever, will find that stipulation 
of small avail, indeed, where the purchaser comes forward to say 
that the supposed eight acres have shrunk on measurement to four. 
It is surely not wise to adopt language calculated to frighten bidders 
not familiar with the doctrines of equity, without even having the 
satisfaction of being able to rely on it. 

The most important of all conditions are those which directly relate 
to the vendor’s title. It would, however, be a departure from the 
principle of these articles if we were to enter into the considerations of 
a y legal character which affect this class of condition, and we 
must content ourselves with the observation that the selection of a 
root of title is a matter vagie = ey much more careful consideration 
than it frequently receives, and that, in the absence of special circum- 
stances, the legal period of forty years is about as short a time as a 

can reasonably be asked to accept, though we must admit 
that there a at the present time a growing tendency to cut 
down the period more and more ; and it is not very exceptional to 
see as length of title contentedly accepted which practically affords 
n0 opportunity for real investigation at all. In country districts, 
where the title to every acre is a matter of common notoriety, this is 
not, perhaps, of momentous consequence ; but so long as the owner- 
ships of land in this country carries with it the innumerable rights of 
total and partial, of voluntary and compulsory disposition which at 
present exist, we cannot but regard with apprehension the casting 
away of the moderate safeguard represented an investigation of 
title for s period of forty years, except, indeed, in the case in which 
a may fairly adopt a recent reliable and independent 
investigation of the title in the interests of others who have the 
same inducement as himself to bring to light any weak points. A 
plying this view to our present subject, we think that vendors should 
in general be less prone to refuse to the purchaser by conditions a 
period of investigation reasonably sufficient to enable his solicitor 
to assure himself that the title is a sound one, unless they are able, 
im some such collateral way, as we have just indicated, to make 
up the i and say so in terms. 

As a general rule of tice, we think that the solicitor acts wisely 
in availing himself of the aid of counsel in settling conditions of sale. 
a is — doubt - eo amount of ‘‘common form ” about 

, which gives them the appearance of running in an ve ; 
but while nine conditions may involve little r no difficulty, the 
settlement of the tenth may require the exercise of special care, and a 
oa of proficiency in the science of conveyancing. And even 

solicitor may claim to — the requisite skill and know- 
ledge, the circumstances in which his daily work is done are usually 
the reverse of favourable to the elucidation of conveyancing problems. 
The exceptions to this general rvle naturally fall under one or other 
of the heads of cases which present no features of difficulty, and cases 
in which the of employing counsel cannot be incurred. 

In the of conditions of sale, great assistance may 
frequently be derived from — connected with its previous 
purchase or mortgage if they with the title up to a comparatively 
recent date. Thus old particulars and conditions, and requisitions 
and answers, may serve effectually to clear up points that 
seem at first sight to need to be inst, or to suggest others 
which ought to form the subject of special conditions. “Bach papers 
ras etn es aa be available from various causes ; but our belief 
is their value is frequently overlooked, with the result, perhaps, 
that a knotty point is puzzled over, or a weak left unguarded, 
prom the solatian or discovery would be found in documents close 


In conclusion we may venture to lay down a few axioms (partly 
flowing from what we have already said) as to the preparation of con- 
ditions of sale. 

(1) The title should be thoroughly mastered before they are 

, and any points calling for special stipulation noted. 

3} They sho concisely and pry yank % 

3) Regard should be paid to the fact that many provisions are now 
implied by law which were formerly ex On this account old 
precedents should not be indiscriminately used. 

(4) Conditions as to title should be framed with a due regard to 
the state of the title and the character in which the vendor sells ; 
and special attention should be given to the choice of a root of title. 

(5) Prohibitory or stringent conditions should not be used without 
@ su tial reason, referable to the particular circumstances. 

(6) Conversely, care should be taken to leave no weak points 
unprotected, which would otherwise give the p a handle for 
escaping from his bargain, or impose on the vendor an undue measure 
of expense or genes § 

(7) ——- which the court has by decision deprived of real 
force should be avoided, as being calculated to deter intending pur- 
chasers without any corresponding advantage. , 

(8) The conditions should be prepared with the particulars at 
hand, and fit in harmoniously with them. 

(9) The particular character of the property should be borne in 
mind with reference to any special conditions which may be necessary 
or appropriate in view of it. Thus, if property held under one lease, 
or to which one set of title deeds relates, or which is subject to a 
rent-charge, is sold in lots, special stipulations should be inserted 
applicable to the circumstances. 

(10) Lastly, care should be taken to poe oye the conditions a suffi- 
cient length of time before the sale, to allow of their being properly 
circulated with the particulars. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


COSTS OF ABSTRACT OF DEED NOT IN VENDOR’S 
POSSESSION. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The decision of the Court of Appeal in In re Johnson and Tustin 
(33 W. R. 737) seems to have brought us within view of that ‘‘sea of 
difficulties ” which Pearson, J., saw was before him if he departed 
from the words of the section upon which the question arose. 

If I am accused of temerity in venturing to discuss the judgment 
of the Court of Appeal, my excuse must that the extent of the 
judgment can only be made clear by discussion. The language of 
the learned judges seems to me to determine very little, while 
it makes much uncertain for those who are occupied in conveyancing. 

In the report of the case before Pearson, i. (33 W. R. 43), it 
appears that the purchaser ‘‘ required a forty years’ title to be shown 
to the property, and particularly asked for an abstract of an indenture 
of conveyance, dated the 14th of October, 1854.” In thereport of the 
case before the Court of Appeal, the statement of facts does not dis- 
close any error here ; but the judgment of Cotton, L.J., leads one to 
suppose that error there must be, for he says, ‘‘In my opinion it is 
clear from the evidence that the purchaser said, ‘I am not content; 
show an earlier title;’ not having asked specifically for that deed of 
1854.” 

One would scarcely have supposed that the difference was of im- 

rtance ; but the learned judge seems to found his argument upon 
it, and this ina way which raises a point of practical importance for 
those who have the framing of requisitions upon title. ‘‘It cannot 
be said that the purchaser requires a copy or a of a particular 
deed because he requires a title which will involve an abstract of that 
deed.”” Does, then, the right of a purchaser to an abstract of a deed not 
in the vendor’s possession, at the expense of the vendor, depend upon 
the framing of a requisition ; so that, if the purchaser asks for a title 
which will “involve” an abstract of the deed, the vendor must pay 
for it; while if he unfortunately asks for an abstract of the particular 
deed, he must pay for it himself? The result of this will only 
be to make the purchaser more careful for the future about the 
wording of his requisition. 

I fancy that in the illustration given by the learfied judge—‘ If, 
after receiving the abstract, he requires copies, and is not willing to 
take the vendor’s, or his solicitor’s, word, then he is within the sub- 
section”’—one catches a glimpse of an experience acquired in 
the chambers of the conveyancer, and hardly, R yin“ capable 
of ae the mode of investigating title pursued by the solicitor 
outside. 

There is, at first sight, some plausibility in the argument of the 
judges of the Court of A that a proper abstract must be 

‘urnished by the vendor, and that section 3, sub-section 6, of the 





Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, only begias to apply 
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where this has been done. But what is a “ proper abstract of title” ? 
A proper abstract of title is surely an abstract which comprises every 
deed and document of title which the purchaser can claim to have 
abstracted. If such an abstract of title is furnished, there is no 
room for the above-mentioned section, so far as it has any = 
tion to the point under discussion, to operate at all. If the a 
of title furnished does not comprise all that it ought to comprise, it 
is imperfect, and, until it has been completed, a ‘‘ proper” a 
has not been furnished to the purchaser. So that one is driven to 
this conclusion—that, by postponing the operation of the section 
until a proper abstract has delivered, one postpones it for ever. 
oe abs ” is not to be taken to mean a complete 
abstract, but only an abstract which to commence at the 
proper time and to contain the principal deeds on the title, so that a 
superficial and cursory perusal of it would pronounce it a ‘ proper 
abstract ’—and, vague and unsatisfactory as such a definition of the 
par wy we it is aN, —_ such sort of genty will 
satis! e language of judges of the Court of Ap notice 
——— the judgment of Fry, L.J.), and, at the same time, 
eave some room for the operation of the section—it will often be 
easy for the vendor to evade incurring costs in getting at a deed not 
in his possession by what, after all, will be a mere subterfuge, and 
will not benefit the purchaser at all. He will make something that 
looks like, and may be called, an abstract of the deed in question 
from some recital of the deed found in a subsequent document of 
title, and leave it to the purchaser to clothe the skeleton when he 
examines the deeds at his own expense. 

The real question, of course, in all such cases is, Who is to pay for 
getting at the original deed? Sometimes a purchaser avails himself 
of a technical right to insist upon an abstract of a deed to which he 
has no means of access; but when this happens it is because the 
relations of the parties have become strained, and litigation is 
imminent, 

In theory it is fairer to compel a vendor, who has, at least, the 
opportunity of acquiring a knowledge of his own title, to set that title 
in its completeness | efore the purchaser, even although to do so he 
has to incur some expense. But against this obligation, before the 
Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, conveyancers 
employed themse]v: s in devising protection for the vendor, and their 
labours have been consecrated by the Act. There are two courses to 
adopt, omy simple—the one, to make the vendor pay the cost 
of furnishing a complete abstract of title, whether the deeds 

uired for the purpose are in his ion or not; 
the other, to oblige the vendor only to abstract the deeds in his 
possession at his own expense, leaving the purchaser to pay for 
anything more he may require. The first course is the fairer; the 
second seems to have the sanction of custom. A middle course, 
which is neither the one thing nor the other, can only produce 
confusion and its constant companion, expense. It is noticeable that 
the judge of first instance and the Court of Appeal seem both to have 
been influenced by other considerations than those of strict law. 
Mr, Justice Pearson decided as he did, seeing the sea of difficulties 
before him if he —— from the strict words of the statute. The 
Court of A ecided as they did, looking at the result of a 
different decision, and inclining to the side on which the balance of 
convenience seemed to them to lie. All the judges were actuated by 
a desire to make the paths of vendors and purchasers—and, we ma 
hope, also of their respective solicitors—smooth. And yet I thin 
the judgment of the Court of Appeal, if it does not bring about a 
re-introduction, in an amended form, of the common clause that it 
was one of the objects of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 
1881, to abolish, will leave many of us in doubt about this question 
of costs, ARTHUR M. Huts, 

Newmarket, July 15. 





THE DECISION IN BAYNTON »v. COLLINS, 
~ [To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


_Bir,—-With respect to the question whether Mr. Justice Chitty was 
right in Baynton v. Collins (33 W. R. 41, L. R. 27 Ch. D. 604), or 
Mr. Justice Pearson in Emmanuel v. Parfitt, reported in your last 
number, in the construction of the 5th section of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, it seems to me that the decisions in 
Johnson v. Lander (L. R. 7 Eq. 228), and Re Coward (L. R. 20 Eq. 
a are very much in favour of Mr. Justice Chitty’s construction. 

esides, ‘‘accrued” denotes “increase” or “growth,” and 

would seem to be properly applicable to a reversionary interest be- 
coming an interest in possession. R. 

Lincoln’s-inn, July 11. 





PARLIAMENTARY AND MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—The hours of polling being now extended to 8 p.m, 





meaning twelve hours’ dreary work for the pang. 
ask, Is it proposed to increase his pay for the extra four 
The same remark will apply to the poll clerk. At the 
gp ? 4.30 a.m. in order to reach my po! 
eight o’ , and shall certainly decline acti at 
; Fe ren aeE xesrpmxe 


*Faiy 10. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


Venpok AND PurcHAseR—LgasEHOLD Property—Oren Conrract— 
Recerrt ror Peppercorn Rent—CoveNnaNT TO BUILD TO SATISFACTION OF 
Lgssor’s Survevor—Evivence or Sarisraction—ConveYANcIne anp Law 
or Propgrry Act, 1881, s. 3 (4) (6).—Im the case of Moody to Yates, 
before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 9th inst., two points arose on 
the construction of sub-sections 4 and 6 of section 3 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881. The appellants held certain property under a lease, dated 
November 24, 1883, for a term of ninety years from December 25, 1881, 
yielding and paying therefor until September 29, 1884, a peppercorn 
rent, and during the residue of the term the yearly rent of £7. The lease 
contained a covenant that the lessees would, within six months from the 
date of the lease, complete certain buildings on the demised property to 
the satisfaction of the surveyor for the time being of the lessors. The 
vendors entered into an open contract with a purchaser for the sale to him 
of their interest under the lease. The vendors delivered an sbstract on 
which it did not appear that the above-mentioned covenant had been 
satisfied. Thereupon the purchaser made a requisition that the vendors 
should furnish a certificate by the lessor’s surveyor that the buildings 
had been completed to his satisfaction in accordance with the covenant. 
The vendors replied that they would produce a receipt for the peppercorn 
rent or obtain the certificate at the purchaser’s ex . Ona motion to 
discharge an order under the Vendor and haser Act, 1874, 
Chitty, J., held that a receipt fora peppercorn rent was not “‘a receipt 
for the last payment due for rent under the lease ’’ within section 3 (4) of 
the Act of 1881; also that the certificate was not a document, the 
cost uf producing which was to be borne by the purchaser under 
section 3 (6) of that Act-(33 W. R. 362, L. R. 26 Ch. D. 661). 
The vendors appealed. The court (Brerr, M.R., Baccattay and 
Fry, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Brerr, M.R., said that the hand- 
ing over a pases was not a payment of rent, and, therefore, a 
writing whi ted that farce was not a receipt within section 3 (4), which 
applied only to a payment of money. Therefore a reservation of a rent 
in kind, as where a certain portion of crops are to be paid to the landlord 
as rent, or a portion of oeliaen under a mining lease, would not be within 
the sub-section. As to the other point, the performance of the covenant 
was a condition of the validity of the lease; such a covenant in such a 
lease refers to the expressed satisfaction of the surveyor. Therefore the 
vendors should have stated as part of their title that such satisfaction had 
been obtained. But section 3 (6) did not apply to a certificate, which was 
= the vendor's title. Baccattay, L.J., was of the same opinion. 

e certificate was an actual part of the vendor's title, but it was not 
such a certificate as that mentioned in section 3 (6), which pointed to 
certificates of matters of fact such as certificates of birth, Fry, 
L.J., said that he did not see the si difficulty in holding that a 
rendering of a substantial portion of produce under a mining lease 
not be within section 3 (4), for that would leave to the old law the 
such a rendering. If the lease had not been sold until rent had 
for some years, the approval of the surveyor would have been i 
But in the circumstances of the case no such implication could 
As to the other point, first, the abstract was not complete, and, i 
Johnson v. Tustin (33 W. R. 737), section 3 (6) assumes existence 
proper abstract ; secondly, the certificate was not merely evidence 

-existing fact, but the fact itself.—Counsst, Robinson, Q.C., 
; P. F. Wheeler. Sorrcrrors, Pedley ¢ Bartlett; 3B. Dean, 
Eldridge, Croydon. 

Morreacor anv Morreacsr—Norics or Ssconp Morreacs ro First 
Morteaces—Sate ny Morreacor wits Consent oF Finst Morreacss— 
BaLaNck OF PuRCHASE-MONEY RECEIVED BY Mortreacor—LiaBiLity oF 


Reliance Permanent Building Society, before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on 
the 11th inst., a question arose as to the liability of a first who, 
after notice of a second mortgage, had, ona sale of the property 
by the mo r with his consent, allowed the mortgagor to receive the 
balance of eee & x payment of the amount due on the 
first mortgage. In July, 1865, P. a leasehold house to the 
defendants to secure and interest. charges were made in 
1869 and 1877. In March, 1879, P. gave a 
favour of the plaintiffs, and at the same time 

ve written notice to the secretary of the defendan 

883, P., with the knowledge of the defendan’ 
The sale was carried out, and the defendants 
receiving the amount due to them. The plaintiffs’ charge was 
and P. was allowed to receive the balance of the 
V.C., held (L. R. 27 Ch, D. 187, 28 Soxurerro 
chahen wns Se ee for 
money after satisfying the 
Lixpxy, and Bowszn, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Oorros, 
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Was unnetedsary to give any opinicn as to whether a mo who 
transferred his g , w war gin the object and effect of ‘the 
was free from liability, for the case stood in a very different 
from that of a mere transfer. In his opinion the building society 
be treated as if they had received the purchase-money. If any 
of money was paid to a person who was not entitled to it, and 
not give a good receipt for it, they were not discharged from 
liability. Linv.ey, L.J., said that he looked at the case as if the second 
mortgage was present to the mind of the society when they conveyed to 
jt ay age In that case their conduct could not possibly be justified 
in either law or morality. They had had notice, and they had forgotten 
it altogether. They must be treated for legal purposes as having 
notice, and being still liable. The doctrine of tacking, which it 
had been contended was applicable to the case, ought not to be extended. 
That a first mo should, with notice of a second mortgage, conspire 
with a third m to give him the legal estate, and defeat the second 
amounted, in his opinion, to a fraud. Bowen, L.J., con- 
jUNSEL, Horton Smith, Q.C., and Osler; Hemming, Q.C., and 
Newman. Sorscrroks, Shaen, Roscoe, $ Co. ; Shaw $ Co. 


—-__o 


Wr1—Consravcrion —Larse—G@trt or Restpve To A NEPHEW AND NIECES 
BY Namue—Drrecrion ror Serruement or “ Snares ” or Nreces—Deatu or 
A Nrsos sevort Tzstator.—On the 6th inst. the Court of Appeal, No. 2, 
(Gorron, Lixpiey, and Bowew, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of Pearson, J., 
in Tarleton v. Bruton (L. R 27 Oh. D. 346, 28 Soxrcrrors’ Jovrnat, 657). 
The question was whether a gift by will of a share of residue had lapsed 
by reasont of the death of the legatee in the lifetime of the testator. The 
testator lied the residue of his personal estate to trustees, on trust 
eo three nieces, equally between them. And the testator 

that his trustees should retain the share of each of his nieces of and 
in the trust funds, u 


i 


j 


4 


trust to pay the income thereof to her during her 
use, without power of anticipation, and, after her 
to the capital on trust as she should by will appoint, and, in 
¢f appointment, on trust for her child or children who, being 
sons, attain twenty-one, or, being daughters, should attain that 
of marry, equally between them if more than one. One of the nieces 
marfied in the lifetime of the testator, and died before him, leaving an 
infant child. The question was whether the share given to her had 
or whether the infant child was contingently entitled to it. 
Peatson, J., held that the share had lapsed, and that there was an 
intestacy in ey of it. The direction was to settle the “‘ share” of the 
niéce. As she before the testator, she could not take a share, and 
there was, therefore, nothing to settle, and the infant child could take 
. _ His lordship held that the case was governed by the decision of 
, C., in Stewart v. Jonas (3 De G. & J. 532), and that he 
not follow that of Malins, V.C., in Unsworth v. Speakman (L. R. 4 
. The Covnt or Arrgat affirmed the decision, founding their 
decision, to some extent, on the fact that the gift to the residuary legatees 
was not of fourth shares of the residue, but in equal shares, and that 
there was a clause of accruer.—Covunset, Cookson, Q.C., and Speed ; 
Cozens- . Q.0., and Ryland; W. W. Karsiake, Q.C., and Phipson 
Beale ; Warmington, Q.C., and Charles Browne. Soxtcrrons, Tucker § Lake ; 
8S. Whitehead ; Irwin & Nash. 


q 


i 


; 


a. 
a 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


Manatsp Womas—Seranate Estare—Accrver or Tite 1x Possession 
aPren Isr of Jasvany, 1883—MaAnetep Women’s Prorentry Act, 1882 
(44 & 45 Vice. c. 75), s. 5.—In the case of Andrewes v. Tyrrell, before 
Chitty, J., on the 11th inst., a petition was presented for payment out of 
court of certain residuary estate. It appeared that one of the petitioners 
was & marricd womdn, matried before the Ist of January, 1883, and, 
before that date, entitled in revetsion to her share of the fund, the title to 
which had accrued in possession subsequently. Re Tucker, Emmanuel 
v. Parfitt, 4nte, p. G07, was referred to, where Pearson, J., declined to 
ata thé decision of Chitty, J., in Baynton v. Collins (33 W. R. 41, 

27 Ch. D. 604), but held that property to which a married woman 
was, on January 1, 1883, the date of the commencement of the Married 
Women’s Proper Act, 1882, entitled in reversion or remainder, and which, 
since the falicn into fion, was not her separate estate under 
section 5 of the Act. Currrr, J., said that, although he differed from 

J., in the view taken of section 5, yet he did not intend to 

¥. Collins without farther argument. It appearing that the 

httband would be joined as a co-petitioner, he would make the order for 

payment out, although the fund was some £600, he thought he could, 

under the es, dispense with the separate examination of the 
matriel woman.—Covsser, J. 7. Prior. Soricrrons, Syms § Son. 
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Wortoacon asp Moetoacer—Artesatios ov Bexerice—Bewerice wirn 
Cons or fovis—Usion oF Isctmeencies—Awneities to Rerinimo Inx- 
colpes?, wrrn Dories axsrxe Tuseero—Uston of Benerices Act, 
198) (28 & 2A Vier. ©. 142), s. 9—13 Busz. c. 20.—In the case of McBean v. 
Deane, betore Chitty, 3., on the 10th and 15th insts., the question arose 
whether annuities granted to a retiring incambent wonder an Order in 
Council uniting two City benefices were alienable, or whether they were 


- 


within 13 Wiz. c. 20, which avoids all on benefices with cure. It 
appeated that by the Order, which was » in pursuance of 13 & 14 Vict. 
c, 9%, and 7% A Vict. ¢ 142, and was dated the 5th of May, 1873, 


the annuities wete made payable to the retiring incumbent, or his assigns, 
ont of the income of the united incambencies so long «+ he should perform 


in person, or by substitute to be approved of by the bishop, the duties of 
e 


curate of the united benefices, and le of vicar-in-charge was con- 
ferred upon him ; but it was provided that the performance of such duties 
was not to affect the obligation of the incumbent of the united benefices 
to reside thereon. The retiring incumbent had mortgaged the annuities, 
and a subsequent judgment creditor had obtained a writ of sequestration. 
Currry, J., said that any argument founded upon public policy had been 
expressly disclaimed, and the sole question was w r the annuities and 
the duties annexed thereto were a benefice with cure of souls within the 
Statute of Elizabeth. Theword benefice occurred in Magna Charta, and wes 
commented on by Lord Coke (2ud Inst. 29) as being a large word. So, 
too, in the Statute of Elizabeth the word was clearly used in a large sense. 
There was, however, nothing in the Union of Benefices Act, 1860, which 
authorized the creation of any new benefice, except the united benefice ; 
nor did the Order in Council create any other benefice. It did not require 
the compensated incumbent to be instituted to his new duties, although 
institution was the formal imvestiture of a cute of sduls; nor 
could the substitute provided by him be arbitrarily excluded by the 
bishop. Moreover, was nothing which prevented his resigning 
such duties at his pleasure. The circumstance that the annuities were 
conditioned on performance of duties in itaelf constituted a preventive 

inst the mischief aimed at by the Statute of Elizabeth. The presence 
of the word ‘‘ assigns”? was also material in s ting the conclusion 
which he had arrived at—namely, that the annuities were not a benefice 
with cure within the S‘atute of Elizabeth, but could be alienated by their 
possessor. It was true that, in Gathercole v. Smith (29 W. R. 434, L. R. 
17 Ch. D. 1), a pension under the Incumbents’ Resignation Act, 1871, was 
held not to be transferable, although the word “‘assigns’’ was used. But the 
court there was compelled to take a narrow view, because there was in 
the Act itself an express prohibition st alienation. In the present 
case there was not that difficulty.—CounsrL, Sir Walter Phillimore, Q.C., 
and Leicester Beaufort ; Romer, Q.C., and Wedderburn ; J. Simmonds and 
A, Whitaker. Soutcrrons, A. R. Oldman, for J. M. Upjfill, Croydon ; 
F. Bannister ; Bridger § Co. ; Combs, Bayley, § Henley. 





ApMInistRATION Actron—Ousts.—In a case of D’ Auquier v. Cope, before 
Pearson, J., on the 13th inst., there was a question as to the costs of an 
administration action. The action was brought in October, 1882, for the 
administration of the estate of a testator who died in February, 1882. 
The plaintiff was, under the provisions of his will, entitled to one-tenth 
of the income of the residue of his estate, the capital of the one-tenth 
being given to her children. The action was brought contrary to the wishes 
of the other persons interested in the estate, and had, as the court held, 
been productive of no benefit to anyone. The action came on for further 
consideration, and the main question was, how the costs were to be borne. 
Pearson, J., said that the plaintiff had been informed soon after the 
action was commenced that she would go on with it at her own peril as to 
costs. The accounts taken into chambers by the executors were proved to 
be substantially accurate. Everything might have been just as well done 
out of court. ere was nothing more now to be done, except to sell some 
leasehold property, which cont be just as well sold by the executors out 
of the court. His lordship did not think that it had ever been the law of 
the court, and he was satisfied (quite ind mtly of the new rules) that 
it was not now the law of the court, that when accounts had been rendered 
by executors, and every person interested but one was satisfied with them, 
that one person was entitled to put the estate to the cost of an adminis- 
tration action, without any possibility of good resulting from it, and 
actuated, it might be, by some sinister motive. In the present case his 
lordship could not find that any benefit had resulted to anyone from the 
action. He referred to Bartlett v. Wood (9 W. R. 817), Croggan v. Allen 
(L. R. 22 Ch. D. 101), and Mackenziev. Taylor (1 Beav. 467), as showing the 
power of the court as to costs, and said that he thought he should only be 
doing justice by directing that the plaintiff's costs of the action should be 
borne by her own share of the estate exclusively. The other parties would 
have their costs out of the estate in the usual way.—OounseL, Everitt, 
Q.C., and B. Ford ; Cosens-Hardy, Q.0., and EB. 8. Ford ; Cookson, Q.C., 
and Levett ; Grosvenor Woods. Soxicrrons, J. Girdlestone ; Bolton, Robbins, 
Busk, & Co, ; Rooke & Sons. 


W11t—Construction—Exercise or SpectAL PoWwkr—Remoreness—In a 
case of Munby v. Ross, before Pearson, J., on the 8th inst., the question 
was whether there had been a valid exercise by will of a special power of 
appointment. A testator, by his will, gave certain funds in trust for each 
of his two children, for such interest or interests, with such limitations 
over for or in favour of them or theit issue, and in such manner and form 
in all —— as his wife should by deed or will appoint. The téstator 
died in 1852. One of the two children, a ter, died before the widow. 
She left four children, three of whom were im tho lifetime of the 
testator. The widow died in 1868, having, by her will, appointed one- 
half of the trust funds to trustees, on trust to pay the income unte and 
among the children of the deceased dan , as tenants in common for 
their lives, with remainder as to the ca from which the income of each 
child should arize on the death of that child as that child, should appoint, 
and in default of rope ei for his or her next of kin. The question 
was as to the validity of this appointment. Pranson, J., held that this 
power authorized an appointment to the children of the daughter directly 
and not merely by way of limitation over, and also that the appointment 
to the next of kin of the three children who were born in the lifetime of 
the testator would be valid if their next of kin at the time of their deaths 


were objects of the power.—Oounsat, Cookson, Q.0., and Lambert ; Everitt, 
Q.0., and Renshaw ; Oozens-Hardy, Q.0 


Souscitons, W. ¢ 





i Pi 
J, Flower & Nusvey ; Bomerville ; Gregory, Rowoliffes, 





SEESSZERYS 


zs 


Pease 


Cor 





July 18, 1885. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


623 





= 





Devise or Property sunsect To Morrcacre—Oruer BeENneErir GIVEN TO 
Deviske—Lianitity or DeviskE To piscHaARGE Montcace Desr.—In a case 
of Syer v. Gladstone, before Pearson, J., on the 9th inst., there was a question 
as to the liability of a devisee of ef subject to a mortgage, to 
whom another benefit was given by the , to the mortgage 
debt. The testator devised a freehold house to trustees on trust to it 
his two sisters to 4 the house for their lives. He also ua ed an 
annuity to them. The house was subject to a mortgage, the amount 
secured by which proved to be ter than the value of the house. The 
house was sold in the action, which was brought for the administration 
of the testator’s estate, and the question arose whether the sisters were 
bound to make good the difference between the income of the proceeds of 
sale and the amount of the interest on the mortgage debt. Prarson, J., 
held that the sisters were not bound to make good this deficiency.— 
CounsEL, Everitt, Q.C., and Renshaw; Higgins, QC., and Mulligan ; 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Buckley. Soxicrrors, Tattam ; Batten, Proffitt, § 
Scott ; Wordsworth, Blake, § Co. 


Marriace SerrLeMent—CovenaNT TO SETTLE AFTER-ACQUIRED Prop- 
grTY—DeEst puE From Hvuspanp To Estate, oF WHICH WIFE TAKEs A SHARE. 
—In a case of Ashmore v. Paley, before Pearson, J., on the 14th inst., 
there was a question as to the operation of a covenant to settle after- 
acquired property of the wife, contained in a iage settlement. The 
settlement contained a covenant by the intended husband and wife with 
the trustees, for the settlement of all and every the real and mal 
estate, of the value in euch instance of £200 and upwards, which the 
intended wife “‘ now is,’’ or she or the intended husband in her right, or 
he and she in her right, ‘‘shall at any time or times hereafter become 
seised or ssed of or entitled to in ion, expectancy, or remainder.” 
The m took place in 1862. In 1873 the husband received £1,000 from 
his wife’s father, and on this occasion the following memorandum, signed 
by the husband and the wife, was addressed to the wife’s father and 
mother :—‘‘In consideration of your having advanced to us £1,000, we 
hereby undertake to pay interest thereon, and to bring the principal sum 
into hotchpot at the final division of the pro under the wills’’ of the 
father and mother, or the survivor of them. £1,000 was employed 
by the husband in discharging a mortgage debt oe some property 
of hisown. The wife’s father died in 1877, having by his will given his 
property to his wife for her life, with remainder to his children. In 1881 
the wife received £600 from her mother, and signed the following memo- 
randum :—‘‘ I hereby acknowledge having received from my mother the 
sum of £600, on the understanding that, on the execution of her will, 
this amount shall be deducted from my share of my father’s estate before 
any payment be made on that account to me or my heirs.’’ This sum was 
received by the wife for her husband, and was employed by him for his 
own eg The mother by her will gave her personal estate among 
her children. After her death the question was raised whether the sums 
of £1,000 and £600, or either of them, or any = thereof, ought to be 
deducted from the shares in the estates of the father and mother respect- 
ively of the wife to which she or her trustees would have been entitled 
if those advances had not been made. Perarson, J., held that the £1,000 
and the £600 constituted debts due from the husband to the estate of the 
father and mother of the wife agen and that those sums must be 
deducted from the wife’s shares of those estates vely, and that only 
the residues of her shares of those estates respectively were bound by the 
covenant to settle after-acquired property of the wife. Prarson, J., said 
that, after the covenant which they had entered into by the settlement, it 
was im ble for the husband and wife to give any charge upon the 
wife’s shares in the estates of her father and mother. But the £1,000 was 
a debt due from the husband to the wife’s father, and it was therefore 
payable out of any legacy given by the father to the wife, subject to her 
equity toa settlement. A settlement having been made, there was no 
equity to a settlement. Her right was therefore in ted by the claim 
of the father’s executors to retain the husband’s debt out of the 1 
to her, and the covenant to settle her after-acquired property no 
effect except as to what she was entitled to receive her father’s 
executors—t.e., her share less the £1,000. The same rule applied to the 
£600, which was really a debt due by the husband to the wife’s mother. — 
Counset, H. Greenwood; T. 0. Wright. Soxtcrrors, Beale, Marigold, ¢ 
Co. ; Field, Roscoe, ¢ Co. 


Serrtement—Forrerrure OLavse—Cotontat BANKRUPTCY —BANnkRUPTCY 
Act, 1869, s. 74.—In a case of Jn re Levy's Trusts, which came before 
Kay, J., on the 9th inst., a question arose as to the operation of a for- 
feiture clause contained in a settlement relating to real reper in 
England, where the tenant for life had become bankrupt in New South 
Wales. The settlement, which was dated in 1838, directed the trustees 
to pay the rents and pee of a house in Whitechapel to 8. L. during his 
life, ‘‘ or until he shall make any conveyance, assignment, sale, m ge, 
or charge, by way of anticipation of, or upon, or which may affect 
the rents and profits hereinbefore directed to be to him, or any part 
thereof, or agree so to do, or commit any act of tee beer ve a 
fat of bankruptcy shall issue, and he shall be found pt, or take 
the benefit of any Act or Acts of Parliament passed, or to be , for the 
relief of insolvent debtors, or shall do or commit any other orany other 
events shall occur, whereby the same rents and profits, or =y _— ereof, 
if hereby settled absolutely upon or in trust for him, wo forfeited 
to, or become vested in, any other person or persons whomsoever,’’ and 
then followed a giftover, 8S. L. became bankruptin Now South Wales 
in 1875, and he received his discharge in 1883, @ question arose upon 
an application es L, to appoint trustees of the property, of which he 
alleged himself to be tenant for life, for the purposes of the Settled Land 





Act. Kay, J., said that the Colonial Act was large enough to include this 
life estate of real in England, but, of course, it was obvious that 
it conld not vest that estate in the Colonial officer—the chief commis- 
sioner. By section 74 of the Bankru Act of 1869, which was the Act 
in force at the date of this bankruptcy, it was provided that the London 
Bankruptcy Court, the local bankru court, the courts having jurisdic- 
tion in bankruptcy in Scotland and d, and every British court 
elsewhere paring een. bankruptcy or parnnge should severally 
act in aid of and be auxiliary to each other in all matters of bankru’ . 
an order of the court seeking aid, together with a request to another of 
the said courts, should be deemed cient to enable the latter court to 
exercise, in regard to the matters directed by such order, the like juris- 
diction which the court which made the request, as well as the court to 
which request was could exercise with to similar matters 
within their respective j ictions. His lordship was bound to infer 
from the facts that if the chief commissioner had applied to the Court of 
tey in land for an order in aid of the i to 
enable him to ve these rents and profits, the order would have 
made as a matter of course. Therefore, upon the emg, or of 8. L. in 
New South Wales, this real estate wo have become liable if it had 
belonged to him absolutely for life, to be attached for the purposes of 
that bankruptcy; and the Bey ay was whether the case came within the 
clause of limitation contained in the settlement. His lordship read the 
clause, and said that the agg orm turned upon the meaning of the word 
**forfeit.”” According to Dr. Johnson, the verb to “‘forfeit’’ meant ‘‘ to 
lose by some breach of condition; to lose by some offence”; and ‘‘forfeit,” 
the participial adjective, was ‘‘liable to seizure ; alienated by a 
crime ; lost, either as to the right or possession, by breach of conditions.”’ 
Clearly the word ‘‘ forfeit’? meant, not that which was actually taken 
from a person by the breach cf any condition, but that which e 
liable to be so taken. His lordship, therefore, held that S. L. was not 
entitled to any interest in the settled property, but upon his becoming 
bankrupt in New South Wales the property was forfeited, and the 
limitation to him ceased, and went over to the persons entitled in 
remainder.—CounsEL, Alexander; Solomon. Soxictrors, Lindo ¢ Co. ; 
Henry Harris. 


Burtpixe Socrery—Winpine vrp—Priorrry—WIirTeprawinc Mempers, 
—In a case of In re Middlesborough, $c., Building Society, which came before 
Kay, J., on the 9th inst., a question arose whether in the winding up of 
the society members who had given notice of withdrawal before the 
commencement of the winding up were entitled, inéer se, to be repaid the 
amounts of their shares in priority according to the dates of their notices, 
or pari passu ; and a further question arose whether they were entitled to 
interest up to the date of payment. The society was established in 
February, 1865, and was ordered to be wound up in August, 1881. The 
capital of the society was divided into ise Gaon of shares, A., B., 
and C. The A. shares were paid up by instalments; the B. shares 
were fully paid up, and a rate of interest was paid upon them, 
po hos with the profits. The C. shares were also fully up, and 
a) rate of interest was = upon them. Rule 29 vided that 
withdrawing members whose es were pow paid up be entitled 
to five per cent. interest from the time such shares were so paid up. or 
from the time the last previous dividend vee: and that, if more than 
one should give notice to withdraw, they should be in rotation according 
to the priority of their notices. It had been by the Court of 
Appeal on a previous occasion in the same winding uP that withdrawing 
members were entitled to be paid in full before non-withdrawing 
members. The assets in hand were stated to be sufficient to pay about 
two-thirds of the claims of the withdra’ members after the parece 
of outside creditors. On behalf of those withdrawing members who were 
the last to give notice it was contended that rule 29 ceased from the 
commencement of the winding up, and that withdrawing members were 
payable pari passu ; and it was further contended by the non-withdrawing 
members that the five per cent. interest was not payable after the winding- 
} pene Kay, J., said that Walton v. (33 W. R. 417, L. R. 10 App. Cas. 

) really decided that the ts of members inter se, as well 
as of those who had not withdrawn, were d: ble by the terms of the 
contract in every case, and, therefore, rule 29 applied after the winding 
up. ‘There must be a declaration that the members of the society 
entitled to withdraw, and who gave notice to withdraw prior to the 
commencement of the winding up, were entitled to be the amounts 
of their shares in priority, one to the other, according to the 1 ve 
dates of their notices ; and that fully paid-up members were entitled to be 
— interest on the amounts due to them in the same order of priority at 

ve per cent. up to the time of payment of the amounts so due.-— 
Counsri, Hastings, Q.C., and S. Brice; Kekewich, Q.C., and Dewney ; 
Pearson, Q.C., and Whiteway ; Robinson, Q.C., and EB. F. Buckley. Sourcr- 
—, Jackson § Evans, for Jackson § Jackson, Middlesborough ; Finnis ¢ 

ylie. 


Marrrep Women's Prorerty Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vier. « 75), s. 5— 
Contincrnt Reverstonary INTBREST ACCRUING BEFORE, BUT RECOMING 
Vestep arrsr, Commencement or Act—Baynton ¢, Conttxs (27 Cn. D, 
604) nor rottowgp.—In Re Adames’ Trusts, before , J., on the 15th 
inst., the t arose as to whether the effect of section 5 of the Married 

th oe te bed es 
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contingently on surviving another 
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father, who died in 1837, to a share in a sum of bank annuities in 
event (which happened) of her surviving her mother, who died in 

Kay, J., refused to follow Baynton v Collins (33 W. R. 41, L. R. 27 Ch. 
. 604), and held that as Mrs. Allen’s contingent title to an interest in the 
accrued before the commencement of the Act, section 5 of the Act 
not apply.—Counset, Mulligan; F. B. Palmer. Soutctrors for all 
parties, Sheppard § Riley. 


PBEE 
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Serriep Lanp Acts, 1882, 1884—Sate or Manston House anp Hetr- 
Looms—IMPROVEMENTS WiTH CariTaL Moneys ARIstinc rrom SaLte—SertLEepD 
Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 21 (11.), 25 (1.) (x1.) (xm1.), 37—Sstrrtep Lanp Act, 
1884, s. 7.—In a case of Re Sale of the Houghton Hall Estate, before 
Bacon, V.C., on the 11th inst., a question arose, on the application of a 
tenant for life, as to whether capital money, to arise from the sale of the 
mansion house of Houghton Hall and certain heirlooms therein, part of 
the settled estates of the Marquis of Cholmondeley, the tenant for life, 
could be laid out in effecting improvements on the mansion house of 
Cholmondeley Castle, another part of the Cholmondeley settled estates. 
The improvements sought to be made were—(1) To have a proper system 
of drai and sewage effected for the benefit of the marsion house of 
Cholmondeley Castile ; (2) to secure for the Castle a proper water supply ; 
(3) to build new stables and offices at the Castle; (4) to build a new wing 
to the house of the agent on the Cholmondeley Estates.. It was said, on 
behalf of the trustees, that improvements of this description for the 
benefit of a mansion house were not improvements authorized by section 
25 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, in which capital moneys could be 
invested, and that this view of the scope of section 25 was adopted by 
Mr. Wolstenholme in a note to the section in his book on the Settled 
Land Act, Ist ed., p. 40. A further question was raised as to whether 
the court could authorize the tenant for life to sell the mansion house at 
Houghton Hall, and the heirlooms therein, when, as in this case, there 
existed an express trust for sale vested in the trustees of the settlement. 
Bacon, V.C., held that the tenant for life had the power to sell the 
mansion house and heirlooms, subject only to the necessity of obtaining 
the sanction of the court, and, as the tenant for life had proved that the 
mansion house of Cholmondeley Castle was in a defective and dangerous 
condition with regard to the water supply and drainage, and required 
extra stable accommodation, he sanctioned the investment of the morieys 
arising from the sale in the proposed improvements, including the build- 
ing of an additional wing to the agent’s house.—Counset, Marten, Q.C., 
and Rawlixson ; Hemming, QC., and Latham; Norton. Soxtctrrors, 
Walters, Deverell, Walters, Wood ; Lawrence, Graham, § Long. 





Wius—Execcrion—Paistep Foru—Sicnxatvre at Foor or First Pace 
—Conciusion on Szeconp Pacz—Prorate—Wiiis Act Amenpment Act, 
1852 (15 Vicr. c. 24), s. 1.—In the Probate Division, on the 14th inst., an 
application was made (In the Goods of Malen) for a grant of probate of a will 
which was written and executed upon a printed form. The testator 
handed written instructions for the will to a Miss Edwards, who copied 
them upon the printed form, which contained an attestation clause at the 
foot of the first page of a sheet of paper. Miss Edwards was unable to 
include the whole of the will on the first page, and she, therefore, wrote 
the concluding words at the top of the second page. The will was duly 

, the testator signing his name below the attestation clause at 
the end of the first page, but there were no signatures nor initials below 
the words at the top of the second page. A motion was now made, 
on behalf of the executor, to admit the whole of the instrument to probate, 
it being contended that the words on the second page might be treated as 
an interlinea‘ion, and reliance being placed on the provision contained in 
the 15 Vict. c. 24, s. 1, that no will “ shall be affected by the circumstance 
that the signature shall not follow or be immediately after the foot or end 
ofthe will.” In the Goods of Birt (19 W. R. 511, L. R. 2 P. & D. 214) was 
referred to, where a sentence was left incomplete at the foot of the first 
e of the will, with an asterisk at the words ‘‘see over,”’ but was 
hed at the top of the second page, and, althongh the testator’s 

only at the foot of the first page, Lord Penzance 
words on the second page might be included in the probate 
as an interlineation. Bert, J., said that in In the Goods of Birt the 
asterisk and the words ‘‘see over” preceded the testator’s signature, 
whereas in the present case there was nothing to connect the signature 
with the words on the second page Here the disposition was partly 
before and partly after the testator’s signature, and, therefore, the 
proper course would be to exclude from the probate the words on the 
second page.—Covnsrt, C. A. Middicton. Sorsctrons, Farlow & Jackson. 


CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
Hioun Court ov Justice—Quren’s Bewcn Division. 
(Before Lord Corzriver and A. L. Syrru, J. 
July 13.—In the Matter of Albert Gledhill, a Solicitor. 


R. T. Read, VC. (with whom was F. W". Hollams), appeared in this case 
of the Inc ated Law Society. He said that there were two 
ageinst the solicitor. (One related to a sum of some £50 which he 
received for a client named Garner in settlement of an action brought 
him ( by Mr. Gledhill to recover 4 sum of £55. The money 
to Mr. Gledhill in February, 1384, and had been misap- 
him. He had written a rerics of Jetters making «excuses for 
over to his Clieut, all of which were untrue. The facts of 
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charge were that Mr. Gledhill had induced one Swindley to sign 
accommodation bill for £100 for him im October, 1483, This had 





discounted at a bank at Rugby, but asthe solicitor could not meet it 
at, maturity, Swindley had a fresh bill for £100 for him. Mr. 
Gledhill could not at first discount this second bill, and Swindley had 
asked him to return it to him. Mr. Gledhill told Swindley that he had 
destroyed it, but Swindley was afterwards sued on the second bill, and 
had to pay it. It appeared that a daughter of Mr. Gledhill had expressed 
her willingness to pay this money to Swindley, as also the £55 to Garner, 
on her coming of age. The solicitor did not appear either by counsel or 
in person. 

rd CoLzrmce said that, taking no notice of the transactions with 
Swindley, he was forced to the conclusion that the conduct of the solicitor 
was entirely without defence. The case with reference to his client 
Garner was one which could not be ged over, for the court was bound 
to see that the privileges which it conferred on its officers were not abused. 
The sense of the offence committed by Mr. Gledhill must be adequately 
marked, and his neme, therefore, must be struck off the rolls. 

A. L. Sarrn, J., concurred.-- Times. 


July 9.—In the Matter of George Bernard Horner, a Solicitor. 


This was an application on the part of the Incorporated Law Society, 
calling upon the solicitor to answer for his conduct. 

R. T. Reid, Q.C. (with Hollams), appeared on behalf of the Incorporated 
Law Society. 

The solicitor was not represented. 

Lord Corzrincs said : tt is clearly proved that the solicitor has received 
@ sum of money for a client, and has misappropriated it under 
pressure, and without any deliberate fraud, and a portion of it 
has been repaid. It was wrong, and the court cannot — regard 
being had to the society which prosecutes the matter, and to whom for 
their attention to such matters the whole profession are largely indebted— 
we cannot but feel that it is our duty to mark with some severity such 
misconduct on the part of a solicitor of this court. At the same time it 
would be too strong to deal out the extreme punishment of striking the 
solicitor off the rolls. There is, no doubt, an objection to a sentence of 
mere suspension, as it seems to have the effect of re-certificating a man 
who has been dishonest. But there are cases in which such a sentence 
must be inflicted, and we think that the sentence in this case must be 
suspension for twelve months.— Times. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


REVISING BARRISTERS. 


At the Court at Windsor, the 9th day of July, 1885. Present, the 
Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty in Council. 

Whereas by the 3rd section of the Revising Barristers Act, 1873, 
it was enacted that Her Majesty, by Order in Council, might vary from 
tim» to time, either by way of increase or decrease, the number of 
revising barristers to be appointed for any cunties, cities, boroughs, 
or places, in pursuance of section 28 of the Parliamentary Electors 
Registration Act, 1843, and that the number fixed by such Order should 
be substituted for the number fixed by the said section, or by any 
previous Order in Council made under the Revising Barristers Act, 1873, 
or any other Act: 

And whereas by Order in Council, dated the twenty-seventh day of 
June, one thousand eight hundred and seventy-six, the number of 
revising barristers was prescribed as set forth in the schedule of the same 
Order: 

And whereas by section 29 of the Redistribution of Seats Act, 1885, 
it is enacted that where the Lord Chief Justice or judge appoints in the 
present Phy barristers for counties and boroughs, he shall appoint them 
to act for all the counties and boroughs fur which he has power to 
appoint revising barristers; and each barrister, when acting for any 
county or borough, shal] have the same duties, powers, and authorities 
as if he had been appointed sole revising barrister for such county or 
borough. 

It is therefore ordered by the Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty, by and 
with the advice of Her Most Honourable Privy Council, that the number 
of revising barristers to be appointed in manner aforesaid in the present 
year shall be as set forth in the schedule to this Order. 

The said Order of the twenty-seventh day of June, one thousand eight 


hundred and seventy six, is hereby revoked. C. L. Peet. 
ScuEvu.s. 
Number of barristers to be appointed — 


For the county ofMiddlesex, and for the city of London and city 
of Westminster and boroughs of the county of Middlesex 4 
For the counties, cities, boroughs, and places— 





Within the Northern Circuit e é a > 12 
Within the North-Eastern Circuit . é a ae ; 15 
Within the Midland Circuit P ~ t - . A 18 
Within the South-Eastern Circuit . : “ 4 . 21 
Within the Oxford Circuit ° : " . ‘ - 17 
Within the Western Circuit ° é ‘ m : ‘ 18 

Within the North Wales Division of the North and South 
Wales Circuit . ‘ ; ‘ ‘ ; ; 4 8 

Within the South Wales Division of the North and South 
Wales Circuit . 2 > ‘ > > ° ° 7 
Within the county of Surrey ‘ ‘ > . ° ° 8 
123 
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SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

The annual — meeting of the Incorporate1 Law Society was held 
in the society’s hall, Chancery-lane, on Friday, the 10th inst., the President 
(Mr. C. T. Saunders) taking the chair. 

The Presrpent at the commencement of the meeting said: Before pro- 
ceeding with the matters upon the paper of business I will just make one 
single observation. It is this, that I trust the proceedings will be con- 
ducted with that order and moderation which should belong to the 
deliberations of a learned body like ourselves. Every member will be 
credited with honestly believing that the views he wishes to enforce upon 
the society are those which he thinks for the well-being of the society 
should be adopted, and I hope that he will, therefore, be allowed fair play 
in expressing those opinions. No ever comes from trying by a short 
cut to howl down an opponent, and I say this notwithstanding, and perhaps 
in view of, the provocation which this society, or the t portion of the 
society which has some confidence in its governi body, has just received 
at the hands of one of its members in the publication wholesale of a 
violent invective against such government, which invective I believe to be 
in terms entirely indefensible and unfounded, and the misrepresentations 
in which will be exposed and refuted at the proper time if necessary 
during this meeting. I must suy, while I am bound to believe that that 
gentleman was also actuated by a desire to express views which he thought 
it would be well for the society to adopt, that a more striking example of a 
bird fouling its own nest I never in my experience met with. 

Exection or Councit, &c. 

The following gentlemen were duly proposed and seconded, and as they 
were more in number than the vacancies to be filled up, the Presipsnt 
stated that a ballot would be necessary, and appointed the 6th of August 
for receiving the scrutineers’ report:—Henry Manisty, Henry Roscoe, 
Ebenezer John Bristow, Henry Watson Parker, John Cooper, Robert 
Richardson Dees, Joseph Addison, John Wreford Budd, Edwin Freshfield, 
LL.D., Richard Nicholson, Robert Cunliffe, Joseph Dodds, M.P., Clair 
ae Grece, LL.D., James Robert Macarthur, Cornelius Thomas 

unders. 

The nomination of Mr. Henry Wing was withdrawn, on the understanding 
that he would present himself for election at the next country vacancy. 

Messrs. W. J. Gilks, R. W. Dibdin, J. M. E. Collis, ©. J. Tinson, 
and W. Hayes, were appointed scrutineers. Mr. Henry Roscoe was 
elected president, and Mr. Henry Watson Parker vice-president for the 
ensuing year. Messrs, Ernest Edward Lake, John Stephen Chappelow, 
F.C.A., and James Carlos Patteson, were elected auditors of the society's 
accounts. 

Tue Soctety’s Accounts. 

The balance sheet of the society for the year ending the 31st of 
December, 1884, which showed a total income of £24,107 4s. 6d., and a 
balance in hand of £900 11s. 10d., was laid before the meeting. 

On the mution that it be read and adopted, . 

Mr, W. J. W. Purturmore (London) moved as an amendment, “ That the 
annual account be referred back to the finance committee and auditors, to 
prepare an account in which greater details shall be shown.” He said 
it had been observed in one of the legal papers that the balance sheet showed 
that the society was in a flourishing state, but he must say that that was 
onl Re ange It was true they had Sg £3,000 off their mortgage 
an a large balance, nearly another £1, which was at the bank, but 
if they analysed the figures in the statement they would find that as a society 
their income was decreasing. He was referring to that portion of the 
receipts which concerned the society as a private society of solicitors, and 
was excluding all reference to the registrars’ income or the income received 
from articled clerks. There were fewer members of the society than there 
were at the same time last year, and the receipts in that t had 
accordingly diminished by £300 or £400 notwithstanding that 135 more 
solicitors had taken out their certificates [Mu. Pannineron : A Syeny fl 
then the rents of strong rooms were considerably less than in 1883, and the 
same was the case with regard to the subscriptions of articled clerks as well as 
the subscriptions to the calendar. In the income from articled clerks and 

strars’ fees there was an increase of £400 and the money received from 
solicitors against whom proceedings had been taken on account of costs was 
omitted. en there was a balance which ought to be divided between the 
three separate funds, thove of the society, the examination, and the registra- 
tion, but how this was to be done the council did not tell them. The 
decrease in the expenditure was a satisfactory matter, and it had been 
decreasing since 1881. How had it been arrived att They had spent less 
on the library and on printing ; the amount paid for prizes at examinations 

d decreased, In 1881 it was £561, and last only £237. It was 
questionable whether that was wise. Mr. Phi criticised the 
balance sheet in respect to several other items, 

Mr. Macarruur seconded the amendment. He said they had received 
for the students £11,000, and had only expended £4,000 on their behalf. 
There vn to be a separate account of these items. He urged, too, that the 
club should be made to bear its proportion of the expenditure. It ought to be 
shown also what portion of the general expenses was allotted to be borne 
by the students’ fund. The clab ought not to have admission into the 
cen wanene pa ying rent for the premises they occupied extending over 
— 000 su, square feet, and which at a fair rental would bring 


a oe ee 
Mr. Day (London) rose to order, What had this to do with the 
amendment P 





The Presrenr ruled that, inasmuch as the subject of the club did not 
form in any way a part of the amendment, Mr. Macarthur was out of order 
in referring to it. 

Mr. E. Knenzr rose to order. He wanted to know why a member could 
not refer to subjects which ought to have been included in the accouats. 

The Presper: ea oad ne correct in referring to matters which 
ought to be in the accounts, but I that the question of the payment of 
rent or not by the club ought not to be im the accounts in the present 
position of affairs. 

Mr. Macarruur said there was an item of £500 for a new Lavatory in last 
year’s account. The had informed hin that £350 more had 

ded. He objected to this heavy expenditure. 

The Presipent said the extra expenditure was £36 only. 

Mr. S. Learnoyp (Huddersfield) said the number of solicitors was inemeing 
and the ber of bers of the society was decreasing, and the action 
such members as Mr. Macarthur Mr. Phillimore was the 
Country solicitors had absolute confidence in the Council, and it i 
continual iateentes ond, Sette Whee ve one cere See 
prevent solicitors from becoming members. If they would 
men and propose a vote of want of confidence in the council they would find the 
provincial members would come w and hundreds to vote 
against it. Mr. Macarthur said that the reason he his present course 
was that he had received provocation at the hands of the council. 

Mr. Macarruvr: I said nothing of the kind. 

Mr. Lzaroyp asserted that the council had held out the right hand of 
fellowship to the country solicitors, but they did not appreciate the way 
in which the hand = ee — out by thee ea to the 
country solicitors. The country solicitors objected to this bickering. 
wenhi nether tub ana quh tls shoulder to the wheel with t j 
useful work. 

Mr. C. Forp said the financial condition of the society 

regretted that the Council had not thought it right to 
accounts the financial affairs of the club. The society was t 
t injustice in not i the facilities for attending 
lectures. The was a miserable 





Mr. H. S. Catpzcorr (London), had been and still considered himself to 
some extent a country member i i 
the country who did not hold the same opinions as those enunciated by Mr. 
Learoyd. 

Mr, A. E. Foxcu (London), thought it a fallacy to take any i 
ot rahe society was under an obligation towards 

i em to them to any particular purposes which il i 
Scots did a think desirable. They were the funds 
when the society had them it was for them to ex 


1,100 to 1,400 votes or more. % tilated his opinions 
again and again, and had himself forward for election, with the 
that he had received only votes, 

The Presipent ruled Mr. Finch out of order in his remarks, and in 
obedience to the ruling he sat down. 

Mr. Psnnineron (Chairman of the Finance Committee), said it was 
perhaps due to the society give some little explanati 
because statements had been 
rate inadvertently, which were 
the criticisms seriatim in the order in 
would first refer to the remarks . 
that Mr. Ford agreed with him—was of opinion 

i ag herbed he 
society. He (Mr. ington) di 
contrary, he considered that 
my ye He thought that 
yg: ily i 
could want more. Then Mr. 

The origin of that was the resul 

certain figures which were 

were as follows:—In 1880 the society 

year they received 270 new members ; in 
received 308 new members; in 1884 they 4,241 mem i 
37 who had not paid their subscriptions, and they received 257 new members ; 
in this year they had 4,325 members, and had received since the beginning 
of the year 200 new members. 

Mr. Macarrnuve said that in 1884 the accounts showed the number of 
members to be 3,981. 

The Pxresinsnt: Those are the subscriptions actually received. You 
have made a mistake. 


x bers 
Mr. Prnxxtnoron said that gentlemen were still mem rym | 
thar 


if 
reas 


8 % 
eee 


att 
Flite 


omitted to pay their subscri and the society did not exclude 
their subscri pe npn be pe | Mr. Phillimore had 
gested that the income of the society was . Well, 
strong rooms which were let were 

were let then, and they were let at the 

arbitration rooms had diminished, but that . 
wees Ye caste Sale gee cate ea It was not a steady source 
income. 


These were the only two items of any importance, 
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further said that the items of expenditure had decreased. That he (Mr. 
Pennington) supposed was a subject for congratulation, though he did not 
understand whether Mr. Phillimore had complained of it or not. 
was one other important matter which had been referred to—that of 


not a proper one be presumed— instead of spending that money in the shape 
of prizes for students. The explanation was very simple. At several of the 
a lately there had been no students to whom the council were of 
= that prizes could properly be given. Therefore, they had reserved 
ose prizes; and they recently distributed partially that reserve 
= Ks vn additional ar ar at a ae gammeotion. That, he 
8 proper way jisposing of that prize fund; and it 

would not be - that they should give saints stay when prizes 
were not deserved. He thought the members would not wish that. 
A complaint was also made that the council had expended part of the 
received from articled clerks in the purchase of rules and orders. 

very small—only £284 2s., and they thought that the 
vnd might very fairly bear a proportion of the expenses 
funds. It was all for the benefit of the profession. The 
coming into the profession, and it did not seem unreason- 
should bear a proportion of such expense. Then it had 
€ was an increase m the amount paid for rates and taxes, 
which was that they had paid some arrears which 
in the former account. Two or three members 
an ex _— with regard to the item, “law and 
expenses.” money was spent in paying the solicitors 

counsel who were in onieciag volt pr Pr solicitors 
not conducted themselves as they ought to have done, 
course, there were expenses connected with Bills in progress in 

expenses incurred in prosecuting unqualified persons, a 
was sorry to say, did cost a deal of money. Mr. 

Macarthur had both referred to what he (Mr. Pennington) had 
was bee-abe yf threshed out atthe last meeting—that the council 
teceived £11,000, and that they spent but a small proportion for 
of articled clerks. He thought he had explained to Mr. Ford at 
os that of oe age 4 could not afford to find house 
: pay other expenses for P of carrying on the duties 
cast-upom them connected with’ articled dale? that was quite 
= — comet a » the Articled Clerks’ Fund a 
e gen expenses of carrying on the establishmen 
gentlemen who criticised the accounts had been kind eno nt 
the Annual now before the meeting, they would have found 
in deference to the wishes expressed by many members, had 
of attention tothe subject. If the meeting were not 
of the report, it would be for them to pass some 
the council right. But it must beobvious to any 
uite i ible with an account of this kind to 
2 had suggested. Every member could 
if he chose to make enquiry of the secretary with 
. item of these accounts and the details, and if he 
investigation of that account, that they had been 
improperly, he could then bring a definite charge against 
adopt the suggestion which had been made by Mr. 
want of confidence, and — that point he (Mr. 
prepared to meet him. He had now had some 
and believed they were honest from beginning 
council had made an honest endeavour to give 
the society in to them. He did 
repeated attacks upon the council in reference to 
oa being brought forward. If any 
? trouble to look at the i and then bring 
the council would be prepared to meet it. He 
not be carried. 

+ had confidence in the council, and no 
ome ought to go so far as to say that because members asked for information 
they were making a charge of frand against them. He u that the cost 
of prosecuting solicitors and unqualified persons should be set out in the 


Mr. Purtirnone disclaimed entirely all imputations against the council. 
He did not wish to insinuate that the had misappropriated or spent 
the society’s fands improperly. 

Tux Pusswext: We don’t suppose you do. 

Mz, Puriaimonz instanced the way in which the accounts of the medical 
cvamcil were kept as an example it would be well to follow. 4 

ani Howterr (Brighton) said the discussion was utterly irregular. 

p amendment was put to the meeting and negatived b 
majority, and the original motion was carried. 2 ; _— 

~ Tuz Axxvat Rerozr. 

Paxswext: The next resolution is that the annual report be read and 
adeyted. You will, no doubt, have gained from the report an idea of, and I 
hope you are satisfied with. the work «f the a6 contained there, durin 
the year. You will see we have lost two members of the council by death 

. Bateson Wood, of Manchester, who took a ¥ active part in the con- 
sidemstion of the rules under the Judicature Act, and Mr. Druce, who was 
aan an cele mami of the council, and fhe prosisent ot the time of the re- 
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notwithstanding what had been said, these are giving satisfaction to the 
council, and are considered to be productive of great benefit to the students, 
In my own town lectures are given by a process of affiliation to this council, 
and these are considered of great benefit to Birmingham, and it may shorten 
Mr. Ford’s remarks, with reference to one of the notices of motion which he 
has given, if I tell him that the subject of extending the system of local 
lectures and classes, particularly elementary classes, which are more impor- 
tant than lectures, is now under consideration, and in deference to a resolu- 
tion passed by a law students’ congress, representing a large body of students 
throughout the kingdom, it has been referred to the examination committee 
in the hope that some scheme may be devised for extending locally through- 
out England the benefit of elementary classes. Buthe is probably not aware 
that the Council has had the subject in their mind, and has not long since 
made an attempt to extend that system by inviting applications from a distance 
from the various large centresof the er. om with a view of establishing them, 
but at that time these did not meet with sufficient response to warrant them 
in inatitutiog any e, but the experiment at Birmingham has 
been carried on with success, Then you will observe with regard to another 
vexed question, namely, prizes at the in iate examinations. The 
Council have consi the matter, and I daresay you will think that they 
have exercised a wise discretion in deciding that it would not be for the 
advantage of law students if their attention were taken away from more 
ractical subjects of business so early in their career by the “ cram” necessary 
or a contest for prizes at the intermediate examination. We know that 
cram is too much incident to the present system of gaining prizes at the final 
examination, for I know that no calitee has much chance of obtaining 
honours unless he does “coach.” That sort of thing may be permissible at 
the wind-up of a student's career ; but it would be disastrous if it were intro- 
duced in the middle of that career. Then you will observe a reference to the 
provincial meeting at Birmingham, and it is of ~~ importance that these 
meetings should be well supported ; and it would be very much to be wished 
that London members would, at some sacrifice it might be, come to thes: 
country meetings to support them. I will not enter into the subject of the 
Law Club. I have never been a member, and therefore cannot dwell upon 
the subject; but the subject has been introduced, and the country members, 
I think, are quite content that if it is an institution the London members 
wish to possess they should be permitted to enjoy it. Reference is made toa 
digest of the opinions of the council under the general order under ths 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Act. I hope that digest has been of great service und 
interest to the bady to which we belong. I know it has been so in the 
country, and I should like to say that we owe the principal work incident to 
the preparation of that most useful digest to our friend, Mr. Godden. Another 
subject of interest — that of counsel’sclerks’ fees—is referred to. I am of opinion 
that they ought to be abolished, andthat they are a complete anachronism in the 
present day, but whilst they exist we are bound of course to pay them. Never- 
theless, you will see that the Council have, and I think you will support them 
in the course they have taken—they have endeavoured to keep counsel’s clerks 
to;their strict tether, and have not allowed them to travel out of the rule which 
has been laid down for their fees,and in that oe had been successful. 
Then, with regard to business in chambers in the Chancery Division, you 
know that an important committee is now sitting with reference to that 
subject, upon which Mr. Roscoe has been rs nore | and he will now do us 
important service in that capacity as a member of the committee. Subjects 
of very great interest are ein considered and referred by the Cuuncil to 
that committee. The subjects of motions in the Chancery Division, Chancery 
witness cases, service out of jurisdiction, notices of motions at general 
meetings, have all received the careful attention of the Council, and they 
have taken the best course they could upon them. Another subject of public 
interest is dealt with, that of access to the new Law Courts. This has been 
referred to in the legal periodi as one of those small matters which is 
always stinging like a small insect which gives us a deal of trouble it it 's 
always at us. e have not been able to obtain a satisfactory solution of the 
difficulty at present. I may mention as an instance of the absurdity of 
present arrangements, that the Lord Chief Justice of Tasmania informed me 
that he himself had been refused admission to one of our courts when he 
went anxious to see how business was transacted. Although he announced 
who he was, it was only after considerable delay that the janitor of the court 
permitted him to enter, although there was plenty of room, It was really 
monstrous that such a state of thi should exist. We shall continue our 
efforts with the Lord Chancellor, and, as new brooms sweep clean, we hope 
the new Lord Chancellor will give us his assistance. Respecting the sale of 
Clement’s-inn, the Council were sorry of course to see the Inn go. Every- 
body must be vet A see these ancient institutions disappear, and the land 
come to the speculative builder; but you will be glad to see that we have 
done our duty in the way of calling the attention of the proper authoritios 
to the question of the right of the vendors to with their property, and 
we were glad to find the t’s-inn authoritics were agreeable, and indeed 
pressed upon us, that the prizes they had hitherto given should be secured in 
perpetuity for our students. The Provincial Courts Bill would have been a 
on improvement, but there is no chanceof that passing into law at present. 
ith regard totrustees’ investments your attention has been dr&wn to that very 
i case of Fry v. Tapson, which has thrown all solicitors dealing in 
mortgages into a flu we have as far as we could do taken the stops to 
have the effect of that decision reversed by introducing a clause for the pur- 
pose in Mr. Ince’s Bill which stands for second reading on the 15th of tho pre- 
sent month. ‘The question of the payment of purchase-money to trusto » has 
received the attention of the Counc, and we have inserted a clause in the same 
Bill with a view of fotting relief. The audience of solicitors under the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1880, has not been lost sight of, and I hopo the society will 


not consider we are unduly spending their funds if we carry #0 important a 
case to the House of Lote The Notarioe Bill, which, a 
soos 


the great dis- 
tment of Mr, Keen, will not, we are af: have a chance of passing, 





With ia the report is that of the lectures and law classes , and 
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also engaged our attention, I hear from 


. Howlett that the Oopy- 
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hold Enfranchisement Bill is no longer blocked, and that there is a chance of 
its being in the present session. In deference to the very strongly ex- 
pressed views of our friends in Kent we have not considered it essential to 
for the abolition of Gavelkind Tenure. In réspect to the Infants’ Bill 
tee ram pene in a of the — a ane the 
appointment of guardian. th regard to oe ge oy some 
orate and important suggestions which are embodied in the have 
been made by the Judicature and Bankruptcy Rules Committee, and we have 
had the valuable assistance outside the Council of Mr. Baker, who has had 
great experience in that department, and he is answerable for many of the 
most valuable suggestions contained in that report. That and the 
scale of fees in bankruptcy, which will better remunerate the profession than 
the very inefficient scale which now exists, are now under the consi i 
of the Council, and we hope that attention will be _ to the fair and 
legitimate claims of solicitors in that particular. Then the report shows in 
regard to the society’s accounts the manner in which we have, as far as we 
can honestly and truthfully and to the best of our ability, ap the 
large income which we received as the Council of this society in the several 
items of disbursements which have te be provided for. We regret om 
that as you will ree from the last heading in the report, namely, “ 
relating to Solicitors” that so large a sum should year by year be e ded 
in keeping improper on from practising as members of the profession. 
A very large sum is thus expended which might be expended much more 
properly in the promotion of legal education and the advancement of the 
general interests of our profession, and we can only hope that with the 
improvement of education and watchful oversight time will come when 
we shall have purified the profession to a great extent from many of these 
black sheep which ruin us so in the eyes of the laity, and that we shall then 
have an income which can be applicable to the discharge of those higher and 
more pleasant purposes which we should be too glad to devote it to. 


Mr. Roscoz having seconded the resolution, 


Mr. F, R. Parker (London) spoke of the difficulty of access to the Law 
Courts, and mentioned an instance where the seats were occupied by students 
of the Indian Civil Service, who were there to practise reporting. He did 
not object to their presence, but certainly they had less right to be there than 
solicitors. Solicitors should have admission as long as there was room as 
much as barristers. With respect to the audience of solicitors in bankruptcy, 
he thought that the Council should not have carried it to the House of Lords, 
but should have sought an amendment of the law. He was disappointed 
that a sum not been expended on the library, and thought that 
less should be in phical works and more in text-books. The 
topographical works only interested a few members belonging to particular 
parts of the country. 

Mr. Kivezr agreed with Mr, Parker that the subject of audience in bank- 
ruptcy was a matter for legislation. He was satisfied that public opinion 
was growing in favour of permitting solicitors to act as advocates, and if 
they were defeated in the House of Lords the public would ask why this 
plain and obvious duty of a solicitor was denied to him. The following 
paragraph appeared in the report in reference to business in Chambers :— 
“ Attention was called to the vety serious delay in the office of the apsing 
Masters, by which the division of funds is delayed and the winding-up o 
suits procrastinated. An addition to the staff was su the Council 
being of opinion that the increase of fees would be found sufficient to pay 
the increased expense.” He would like to know whether that was the only 
suggestion made by the Council. If taxing masters could sit in the vacation 
for the tion of one class of business, why could not they sit for all 
classes; of why could there not be an extra master to do the work? 
It was disgraceful that there should be hundreds of thousands of pounds in 
costs waiting to be taxed simply because a proper number of officers were not 
yey to conduct public business. Then in tcy 
Act, the public had been led to believe that on the appchntnnest of an official 
to 


solicitor and receiver, every one would be honest an upright and that they 
would not find a fraudulent trader in the Re agg that 
latge funds were in the official receiver’s he refused either to divide 
the fands or to take proceedings, as the old ‘trustees did, against 
the estate, because, he said, he might be in the proceedings he would 
tase tid iakogrocndngs again thom prio for he perp af ang 

8 ° ings against ies for the 
them hand over the estate to those ontitled to it, whereas 
nothing of the kind. 

Mr. Learoyp said the society over which he was Vice-President had 
passed a resolution in favour of audience being given to solictors in bank- 
rey mat equally with barristers. It was a monstrous thing that 

citors should be made to produce a written authority from the client to 
appear on his behalf. 

Mr. Macartaver called atiention to the following paragraph : “ The action 
of Ford vy. Th: Law Society has by nt been without costs on 
either side.” is was a very ind tatoo and he the members 
would receive 9 little more information. en, in reference to the society's 
accounts, the Council mid: ‘ The 


ow there was 


ments, as they must necessarily, to a great extent, be matters , 
This he admitted, but he thought they were entitled to know how much was 
allotted to these general items, to the students’ fund, dnd to the 


department, and soon, £11,479 9s. Ld, had been received from the articled 
clerks, He moved as au amendment, “ That the annual bo referred 
back to the council for reconsideration.” ‘The membots to have this 


Mn, F, Onansron (London) seconded the amendment. 
The Paxewant: In answor to Mr, Macarthur's complaint respecting the 


formation of a new one, that the object which he 
cco lhe bebe Bm hear Ae 0 
had place, and that he no longer wished to 
said that a fitting termination of the action would 
and eaci. ef Sp Ae: I, as 

cated to Mr. ‘ord that the council were 
an unpleasant matter, and so it was settled. 


Mr. Forp said that what the President had said was correct, though 
Sa eee that the proceedings should be stayed came from the 
Council or from hi he could not say. 

The Presipent: With regard to the other complaint you make, Mr. Mic- 
arthur, that the proper allocation of the income of the society amongst the 
three items of disbursement should be made, that has been so extensively 
treated of during the discussion and in the explanation of Mr. Pennington 
that the Council have —s further to say upon the point. They hoped 
that he would now be satisfied. 

Mr. Macarrtuvr said he was very far from satisfied. 

Mr. Forp moved and Mr. Kasse seconded the adjournment of the meeting. 

The motion was negatived. 

Mr. Fox ex a hope that the Council would insist upon solicitors being 
permitted to enter the courts when there was room, and that they would 
succeed in their efforts to obtain audience for solicitors in bankruptcy matters. 
He could not agree with the action of the Council as to infants, In certain 
cases the mother should have the right to be appointed i Solicitors 
should be able to take county court cases t> the court of appeal. Much 
injustice was done to suitors for want of this power. In the scale of fees 
suggested by the council under the judicature and wef rules they had 
put down the hearing fee when counsel was employed at £3 He objected to 
its being made dependent on the employment of counsel, and that when a 
solicitor only was employed it was to be limited to 13s. 4d. 

Mr. Forp was sorry to see no reference to amalgamation of the two branches 

the profession in the report. 

Mr. L. M. Broew (London) that faller information should be given 
in regard to the expenditure of the income from articled c'erks. 

The amendment was and negatived, and the original motion was 
adopted by a large eat 

Morions ar Generat Meerrncs. 

The following resolution, which was moved by the president on behalf of 
the Council was carried :—‘ That the ay -dig~ Agratng made at the apecial 
general meeting of the society, held on the April, 1885, be confiemed : 
‘That whenever a notice of motion has been given by a member, and in- 
cluded in the notice peor hes general ing, if the member who gave 

not 


the notice is not present and withdrawn it, any member then present 
may, if authorised in writing by the member who ee % notice, adopt it 
ah Mia ova, and move as if the notice of motion had given by him.’” 


Mr. Dax moved the followi 
She iste Tks ‘committee, twithstanding 
the club: ‘ tee, no 
these rules, shall have power, subject to 
the members voting at a general 
elect, as honorary member, any person ni 
ted Law Society.’” He urged, oo 


pora' 
meetings received great hospitality, 
They ought also te be able te give such facilities 
distinguished strangers, as for instance, the Chief 
was now in this country. 
Mr. Macarruur spoke in opposition to the motion. 
Mr. Kixngr supported the motion. 


Mr. Forp moved the following amendment, 

i in the views 
of this society in regard to this motion, 
members of the society present, exelusite 
circular letter be sent te each 
adopted by the Council when they took 
Law Society Club, asking members w ag 
from the mot'on; and that the circular letter, 
Council, shall also imvite the 
whether or not power by 
hon, members of the society's 
by the club of a fair rental 
exclusively by the club; 
circular letter at the next January general meeting 
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Mr. Bivex aoconded the amendment. 


Mr, Panxen spoke ia favour 
and assistant-seo 
of courtesy to those 
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‘would ‘be bonetibel under 
were always courteous 
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Mr. Pznninorown said, in reference to Mr. Ford’s remark, that it was 
scarcely probable they would have any distinguished gentlemen here from 
the other side of the world, or anywhere else: of course the Council did not 
expect to receive the Emperor of Russia or the Ameer, but they did expect 
to receive distinguished gentlemen. There was a gentleman in London who 
had come to England after an absence of thirty years, and who was now 
Chief Justice of one of the colonies, and it would have been a very graceful 
thing if they could have said to him, “If you like to come into the club and 
unch, pa for it in the ordi way, you will have the opportunity.” 

e would pro: bly have been very glad todo so. Sometime ago, some officers 
were stationed at the Law Courts, and the old club elected them as honorary 
members, and they came into lunch every day for a considerable time. 

After further discussion, the amendment was negatived. 


Mr. Puitumore moved a further amendment, “That the Council may 
elect as an honorary member of the society any person who is not a member 
of the Incorporated Law Society.” 

The amendment was not seconded. 


Mr. Forp thought the honour should be conferred by the Council upon 
Papa, imeem stranger, and not by a hole-and-corner meeting of the 
lub. 


Mr. Macartaur moved that the following words be added to the pro- 
posed resolution—‘“ That a majority of the members of the society 
ho red eir approval of the proposed rule on papers to be sent to them, 
a their consent.” 

The Preswent: That is the same as Mr. Ford’s amendment. 


Mr. Macarrnur: Then I will move that the words ‘‘ exclusive of the 
members of the club” be inserted after “‘ majority of members.” 


Tux Preswent: The general meeting referred to is a general meeting of 
the club, not the society. . ’ 

Mr. Forp ee moved, and Mr. Kiser seconded, the adjournment of 
the meeting, which was negatived. 

The original motion was carried. 


JUDICATURE AND Banxruptcy Rvwes. 


Tux Pagsient: I referred to the very important Judicature and Bank- 
rules which have been printed and circulated amongst the members, 

also suggestions as to costs had been sent to the proper authorities. It 
may have been thought that my remarks included also that these rules had 
been sent to the authorities ; that, of course, could not be before they had 
been approved by the society. These rules have been prepared with very 
t care ; they have been circulated amongst the members of the society, 
and if the society will adopt them so that the Council can forward them 
to the proper quarters, there is a chance of some good being done before the 
long vacation. I hope, therefore that, without discussion, the members will 
au ise the Council to adopt them, and do what we consider best. (Cries of 


“ Agreed.”) 


Mezetines or THE Socrery. 


Mr. Runinstzm (London) moved, “That it is desirable that monthly 
pe aye of the society should be held in London during the sittings 
of the Law Courts, for the reading of papers and the discussion of matters of 

i interest ; and that the day meetings in London at present held 
except the annual general meeting in July and the general meeting in 
anuary) should be discontinued.” He said the time at which the meetings 

were held at present was the most inconvenient that could have been devised 
and urged that if at these meetings papers were read and subjects discussed 
similar to those at the annual provincial meeting great good would accrue. 


Mr. Kr«szr seconded the motion. 

The Present: The motion is one which deserves very great considera- 
tion. Mr. Rubinstein will, perhaps, however, be satisfied with the statement 
he has made and will reintroduce the subject at the next meeting, taking care 
that it comes on early in the meeting when there are more members present 
to decide upon it. It would not be right to decide it with so few members 
— and the council are anxious it should receive full discussion. Per- 

ps, therefore, Mr. Rubinstein would withdraw it for the present. 

Mr. Rusrsrer consented to this course. 

The Presmwwrnt suggested that he should write a r on the subject, to 
be read at the next provincial meeting. —_ : 

Mr. Krunzr objected to the withdrawal of the motion. 

A motion of adjournment was carried at this point, and the Present 
fixed the adjourned meeting for the 24th of July. 

Mr. Newman (London) moved and Mr. Macartuvur seconded a vote of 
thanks to the President, which terminated the proceedings. 








On the 10th inst., in the Court of A , three applications were made 
to postpone cases, upon the ground in two of them that leading counsel 
were absent on circuit. The Master of the Rolls said he wished the public 
could hear these applications. In three cases in the paper to-day 

had been made to ethem. His lordship added that 


as far as he was concerned he would not consent to a case being postponed 
on any ground when once it was in the paper for the day. 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Roscoz, solicitor (of the firm of Field, Roscoe, Francis, & 
Osbaldeston), of 36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, vice-president of the Incorporated 
Law Society, has been elected President of the a Law Society 
for the ensuing year. Mr. Roscoe was admitted a solicitor in 1856. He 
is a director of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


Mr. Henny Warson Parxer, solicitor (of the firm of Parker, Garrott, & 
Parker), of Rectory House, St. Michael’s-court, Cornhill, has been elected 
Vice-President of the Incorporated Law Society for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Parker was admitted a solicitor in 1853. He is a member of the Royal 
Commission on Merchant Shipping. 

Mr. Frepericx Gerorcse Hunt, solicitor, of 1, Gray’s-inn-square, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to ister Oaths in the Supreme Court 
of Judicature. 

Mr. Joun Morcan Witt1ams, solicitor, of St. David’s, has been appointed 
Deputy-Coroner for the Northern Division of Pembrokeshire. Mr. 
Williams was admitted a solicitor in 1872. 


Mr. Gzorcz Rosz Innzs, jun., solicitor (of the firm of G. Rose Innes, 
Son, & Crick), of 7, Billiter-street, has been appointed by Alderman 
Evans, sheriff-elect, to be one of the Under-Sheriffs of London and 
Middlesex for the ensuing year. Mr. Innes is the son of Mr. George Rose 
Innes, solicitor. He was admitted a solicitor in 1862. He is a common 
councilman for Aldgate Ward, and a member of the City of London 
Commission of Sewers, of which body he was chairman for the year 
1884. 

Mr. James ANpREwW Consett, solicitor (of the firm of Griffith & Corbett), 
of Cardiff, has been appointed Agent and Solicitor for the Marquis of 
Bute’s South Wales Estates, in succession to the late Mr. Lewis Vincent 
Shirley. Mr. Corbett was admitted a solicitor in 1869. 


Mr. Frepgsrick Hawxin Newron, solicitor, of Downham Market, has 
been appointed Registrar of the Soham County Court (Circuit No. 32), in 
succession to Mr. Thomas Hastwick, resigned. Mr. Newton was admitted 
a solicitor in 1869. 


Mr. Aruetstan Braxton Hicks, barrister, has been elected Coroner for 
the Kingston Division of the County of Surrey. Mr. Hicks is the second 
son of Dr. John Braxton Hicks. He was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Trinity Term, 1875, and he is a member of the Western Circuit. 
He has been for some years deputy-coroner for the City of Westminster, 
and for the Kingston and Croydon Divisions of Surrey. 


Mr. Jessz Garroop, solicitor, of Ledbury, has been 2 Solicitor 
to the newly-formed Ledbury Building Society. r. Garrood was 
admitted a solicitor in 1870. 


Mr. Arnruur Curusert Lancuam, solicitor, of 10, Bartlett’s-buildings, 
has been appointed Clerk to the Commissioners of the Rector’s Stipend 
for the parish of St. Andrew, Holborn, in succession to the late Mr. 
William Gresham. Mr. es is the son of Mr. Samuel Frederick 
Langham, solicitor, coroner for London, Southwark, and the Duchy of 
Lancaster. He was admitted in 1884. 


Mr. Joun Cuaries Cxxcea, solicitor, of Sheffield, has been appointed 
Assistant Official Receiver in Bankruptcy for the Sheffield and Barnsley 
Districts. Mr. Clegg is the son of Mr. William Johnson Clegg, solicitor, 
official receiver for the Sheffield District. He was admitted in 1872. 


Mr. Georcr Hapriexp, solicitor, of Manchester, has been appointed a 
Magistrate for that city. Mr. Hadfield was admitted a solicitor in 1850. 


The Right Hon. Joun Bram Batrovur, Q.C., M.P., who has been 
elected Dean of the Faculty of Advocates in Scotland, in succession to the 
Right Hon. John Hay Atholl Macdonald, Q.C., who has been appointed 
Lord Advocate, is the son of the Rev. Peter Balfour, of Clackmannan, and 
was born in 1837. He was educated at the ——- Academy and at 
the University of Edinburgh, and he was admitted a member of the 
Faculty of Advocates at Edinburgh in 1861. He was Solicitor- General for 
Scotland from April, 1880, till August, 1881, and Lord Advocate from 
August, 1881, tiil June, 1885. Mr. Balfour has been M.P, in the Liberal 
interest for Clackmannanshire and Ross-shire since November, 1880, and 
he was created a Queen’s Counsel in the same year. 


Mr. James Mureuzap, barrister and ad has been appointed 
Sheriff of Stirlin e and Dumbartonshire. Mr. Muirhead is the eldest 
son of Mr. Claud Muirhead, of Edinburgh, and was born in 1831. He 
was called to the barat the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1857, and he 
was admitted a member of the Faculty of Advocates in Scotland in the 
same year. He was an advocate depute from 1874 till 1880, when he was 
appointed sheriff in chancery. He been for many years professor of 
civil law in the University of Edinburgh. 


Mr. Joun Grorcs Grsson, Q.C., has been appoin’ Third Serjeant- 
at-Law in in succession to the late eant Robinson. Serjeant 
Gibson is the son of Mr. William Gibson, of Dublin, and younger brother 
of Lord Ashbourne. He is an M.A. of Trinity College, Dublin. He was 
called to the bar in Ireland in 1870, end became a Queen’s Counsel in 
1880. Serjeant Gibson practises on the Leinster Circuit. 


The Right Hon. Sir Wru14m Bauion Brett, Master of the Rolls, who 
has been created a Peer, is the second son of the Rev. Joseph George Brett, 
and was born in 1817. He was educated at Westminster and at Caius 
College, Cambridge, where he —— as a senior optime in 1839. He 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1846, when he 
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joined the Northern Circuit, and he became a Queen’s Counsel in 1861. 

e unsuccessfully contested Helston in the Conservative interest in 1866, 
but he obtained the seat after a petition. In Fe os 
pointed Solicitor-General and received the honour of knighthood, and 
the following September he was appointed a puisne j of the Court of 
Common Pleas. On the passing of the Ap eJ iction Act, 1876, 
he was a) ted a judge of the Court of Appeal, and in 1883 he succeeded 
the late Sir George Jessel as Master of the Rolls. 


Mr. ALexanpzr Oxtvzr, barrister, has been appointed a Commissioner 
of Fisheries for the Colony of New South Wales. Mr. Oliver is the eldest 
son of Mr. Andrew Oliver, of Manchester, and was born in 1837. He was 
educated at Exeter College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in 
classics in 1859; and he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Michaelmas Term, 1862, 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
July 8.—Bill Read a Second Time. 


East India Loan. 

Bilis Read a Third Time. 

Private Brits.—Skegness Chapel, St. Leonard’s, and Alford Tramways ; 
Bradford Waterworks and Improvement; London Street Tramways Ex- 
tensions; London and Blackwall Railway ; Northwich Local Board. 

Summary Jurisdiction (Term of Imprisonment). 

National Debt. 

Bills in Committee. 


Turnpike Acts Continuance (also read a third time). 
Yorkshire Registries (also read a third time). 
Bill Read a Third Time. 
Local Loans (Sinking Funds). 
July 9.—Bille Read a Second Time. 
Privatgs Brius.—Colne Valley and Halstead Railway; Bootle-cum- 
Linacre (Fraudulent Bonds); Hastings Corporation; Corporation of 


London Tower Bridge. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Parvatze Briis.—Cathcart District Railway; Lower Thames Valley 
Main Sewerage. 
Friendly Societies Act os Amendment. 
July 


13.—Bill in Committee. 
East India Loan. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Briis.—North Wales Narrow Gauge Railways Extensions, &c. ; 
St. Helens and Wigan Junction Railway ; tehaven Town and Har- 
bour; London and South-Western Railway (Various Powers); Glyn 


Valley Tramway. 
July 14.—Bills read a Second Time. 
Archdeaconries. 
Tithe Rent-Charge Redemption. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


July 8.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Brrt.—Cardiff, Penarth, and Junction Railways. 
Parliamentary Elections (Corrupt Practices). 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Esst India Loan. 


Tithe Rent-Charge Redemption. 
July 9.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Yorkshire Registries. 
Factories Acts (Extension to Shops). 
Criminal Law Amendment. * 
Federal Council of Australasia. 
Bills in Committee, 
Copyhold Enfranchisement. 
Public Health (Members and Officers). 
Bilis Read a Third Time. 
Parvate Brit.—Hartlepool Headland Protection. 
River Thames (No. 2). 


. July 13.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Brt.—Southampton Corporation. 
Public Health (Ships, &c.). 
Metropolitan Board of Works (Money). 


Bills in Committee. 

Summary Jurisdiction (Term of Imprisonment). 
Parliamentary Election (Returning Officers). 

July 14.—Bills in Committee. 
Privat Brit.—Polehampton Estates (also read a third time). 
Summary Jurisdiction (Term of Imprisonment), 
Parliamen Elections (Returning Officers). 
Public Health (Members and Officers). 


Bills Read a Third Time. 


Private Brits.—Towneley Estates; Ramsden Estate; Bexhill Water 
Water; Southport Im: Bootle-cum- 


Hailsham provement ; 
Linacre (Fraudulent Bonds) ; South-Eastern Railway (Various Powers). 
Post Office Sites. 





LEGAL NEWS. 


The new Attorney-General was knighted on the 9th inst. 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Matthew and Mr. Justice A. L. Smith will 
be the Long Vacation Judges. 


The Daily News gives a rumour that the title of the Master of the Rolls 
is to be Lord Esher. 


It is stated that Sir Maine has not declined the appointment 
offered him by Sir Richard of Under-Secretary at the Home Office, 
but on the advice of his medical attendant mnt op ys goes sending in his 
resignation of his seat on the India Council. It is probable that the 
vacancy at the Home Office will be held in until the effects of a 
short holiday are perceptible in regard to Sir Maine’s health. 

On a recent appeal from a decision of Mr. Justice Chitty, the respon- 
dent’s counsel explained that the appeal was brought so that 
had destroyed their notes of the judgment below, not expecting an ° 
The appellant’s junior counsel said that the costs of shorthand notes were 
not allowed on taxation without an order, and in questions of construction 
it was very difficult for counsel to take a note, os were given 80 
rapidly. Lord Justice Fry said: We never t down that it was 
necessary to have a shorthand note taken. A clear and distinct note of 
counsel will always be accepted. 


A Manchester gentleman recently pointed out to Mr. Chamberlain that 
during the past “year, owing to repeated losses in the cotton manu- 
fi trade, a number of firms engaged in the trade in the towns of 


acturing 

Burnley, Blackburn, Preston, and Chorley had suspended payment, and 
in nearly every case the settlement arrived at by the creditors had been by 
private arrangement and not by public examination. The right hon. 
gentleman sent in ly a letter in which he says that, ‘‘under the 
Bankruptcy Act any creditor to the extent of £50, or any number of 
creditors whose joint debts amount to that sum, can prevent a _ 
eonengyrenant ants 50080), aenesneantED. I do not think law 
can easily do more than St en 6 een on See 
prefer a private arrangement with the experience of the past to a 
public inquiry I do not know how it is to be prevented.” 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. No. 2, V. C. Bacon. Mr. Justice 











1. No. Kay. 
Mon., July 20 Mr. Koe Mr. Lavie Mr. King Mr. Jackson 
Tuesday ... 2 Farrer 
a Ue || le 
Thursday.. ackson Pugh Farrer Carrington 
Friday ...... 24 Lavie Jackson 
Sim Se & 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
CuITryY. NokgrTa. PEARSON, 
... 20 Mr. Beal Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes 
we 21 Leach ‘ard 
woe 22 Beal Pemberton Clowes 
wo. 23 Leach Ward 
24 Beal Pemberton Clowes 
o 25 Leach Ward 
COMPANIES. 
WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jorrr Stock ComPantrzs. 
In CHANCERY. 
Company, Lruuitep.—Petition for winding up. pre- 
, July 18, 


BaravuGaH Or. REFINING 
sented July 7, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on Saturday, 


Bradf: Queen Victoria st, solicitor for the petitioner 

ass Guar Bast ~ Fag Comp. , LIMITED.—Creditors Lave uired, on 
or before to send their names and addresses, and 

debts ms i. to Henry Dever, 4, Lothbury. Tuesday, 27, at 12, is 
hearing upon 


Hor —4 4 BREWERY COMPANY mega me hen by Pearson 
On RHO an le by . 
di 25, it was that the be wound up. Saxelby 


81 Ay . Pe ee has fixed July 17, at 12, at 
a [Gasette, July 10.1 


BENJAMIN WoopWARD AND Co., LimITED.—Petition for up, presented 
July 13, directed to be Deere bate Sens on Saturday, J' 2. Crowder 

and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, solicitors for peti 

MENDIP PaPER MILIs CoMPANY, .—Petition for winding up, presented 
July 11, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C.. on Saturday, July 25. Munns 

and I.ongden, Old Jewry, solicitors for the petitioner 

. 8. Trartn anp Company, LumTep.—By an order made by Cnieey: Ft dated 

A OT gh Sy a} oo os leuahalemremaict Fowler and Borough 

Hig solicitors e petitioner 

WHITING anD Company, Loarep.—By an coder wade by Kay J., dated July 4, 
5 wos onderen Sint, Dis Gutotey be ped wp. Digby Liddle, Cireus pl; 

WHITING aND Comp. Lnarep.—Kay, J., has Monday, July 20, at 

Oi on othe Hncidaton 


[ Gazette, July 14.) 


Fellows’. Masham, York. July 6 
~~ Th, Maser Te ier 


that hie caamabeen, toe the sapere 


Frrenpiy Socrerrzrs Dissoivep. 
NEtsow LopGE FRIENDLY SocIETY, 
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CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER. ESTATES iN CHANCERY. 
Laxeripl, Cookermouth, Cumberland, Bag. July st. Short 
i. 0! 
pe arta, Bacon, vost Bedford row <veothe 
Tila Bucwart, Compton Durville, Somerset, Gent. Aug 17. Walter 
v 


Chi Louch, 
ane 5, Chay J Thurvaston, Derby, Farmer. Aug 7. Smith v Smith, 
Pearson, J. Rigby, Ashborne 
(Gazette, July 10, ! 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CiAIM. 
ANGEIs, James Parsons, Coppahacy-Pest 2 North, Gent, Aug 15. Wood and Co, 


CAMPBELL, JOHN Dovc.as, Avenue rd, Southgate, Lieut-General Royal En- 
often, Sets Heiser Mane th ton gdns, Kensington. Aug 1, 
¥ eniston 2: 
lutchinson, Gresham st 
— 6 ee Hereford, Clerk in Holy Orders. Aug 2, 


Day olverhampton, Cattle Dealer. Aug i2. Thorne and Co, 
<eo 

Eyres, Gzorce, Leamington, Warwick, Plumber. Aug38, Wright and Hassall, 
Leamington 


ae, Poet Preston, Liverpool, Gent. Aug 7, Gardner and Smith, 
HucGHes, Wi114M, Bodednyfed, Amlwch, Anglesea, Gent. Aug 14. Paynter, 
Jina ae oot = aay, Common st rd, Commercial rd East, Clothing Contractor, Sept 
Greenwich, Retired Master Mariner. Aug 20. Bristow, 

uigey Sous! Gxonox Faaxens, Edgware 7, Confectioner. Septi. Scott, Austin 
Movunser, IsABELLA, Rusholme, Manchester, July 21, Dixon and Syers, Liver- 


Be Basic. ee ee ae. 1, Farr, Andover 


ussex, Yeoman, July 18. Arnold and Cooper, 
ag ital gtr aagge Aug 24. 
gunn, Marna. 0 bridge. Augi. Bitonn and O 
Faron, Wax, munenr, Olttonviiic nt Ang s Bose 9 f od Shape "A < Sanke 
1 

and Co, , naerry us — 

TURNER, SAMUEL, Chelmsford, Essex, Basket Maker. 85 10. Dixon, Chelms- 

“I Rev. THomas W1i11aM, Hardwick, Hereford, Clerk in Holy Orders. Aug 

urst and Sons, Cheltenham 
Woonatas, JouN, Upton Gray, Hants, Carpenter. Aug 15. Lamb and Co, 


' Gazette, July 7.) 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Juiy 18.—Mesers. Walton & Lzz, a the Station Hotel, York, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
Estates (see advertisement, June 6, p. 8). ° 
—s . Moss & JAMESON, at the Mart, * 2 p.m., Freehold and Lease- 
hold Investments (see advertisement, « uly 4, p 
J a, oo ENHAM, TEWSON, Fakucs, & Y Berogswaree, at the Mart, 
Sieege me and Leaschold Properties (see advertisements, June 6, p. 7, 
. Wauton & Lze, at the Grosvenor Hotel, Chester, at 2 p.m., 
(see advertisement, June 6, p. 9). 
July 22.— T. G. WaaRton & & SuEEEtS, at the Pens, Freehald and Lease- 
hold aad Shares (see advertisement, J 
* advertisement, July : HER, Eviis, Clark, & On Pitrcchold House (see 
Pp 
a B.— aan Leon, at the Mart, at 2p.m., Freehold Property, 
week, p. 4 
July 1 24.—Mesers. Baker & SONS, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold and Leasehold 
Properties (see advertisement, July 11, p. 4). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


Bawes.—J 5, at Chestnut Sense Fuaoe, Essex, the wife of Arthur A. 
Ean Saly bs Yplopm-rad, South Hampetend, the wite ot. H, Earle, 
Laza-—Jaly 12, of Wetlord, the wile of Reginald J. Lake, barrister-at-law, of a 

§, st 40, Norland-square, Notting-bill, the wite of Henry John 





Mews June 24, at 44, d iy W., the wife of John 
Mews, , Premavarely of 
Rap —uly 4, at wife of of John E. Raven, barrister-at-law, 


- py 8, at Westcombe-park, the wife of T. E. Scrutton, barrister-at- 


songs. July of Eltham, the wife of ZAmund Sumner, of Doctors’-commons, 
solicitor, of 2 son. 


Apgtsx—Bartos —J at 
ce tS i te 


fe rae erat 
I py hae BL 
Wena, Whee a meine Hornsby, 


fete sie eicidiaces eines 
mo Lain hn. ey of the lace Wann io anal. 


kx aan BeBe we H.C. Z. Becher, of Thornwood, 
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Frmay, July 10, 1886. 
Beilb: rkshire, Beerhouse Keeper. Sheffield, Pet June 7 
Ort yuly's: eens arm July oly 3) at 11.30 
Bae. ab Knee, nes J ee mcny sy > ae Court. Pet July 5 
ey at 11 
cantar, Wi a, Ral ; Lancashire, Boo ri Mimadecteres Salford. Pet July 8. 
ib ‘ar Joss ‘ord, Lancashire, out of business. Salford. Pet July 7. 


“Exam July 29 at 11 
cotting ham, Jo i He rsfield,Saddler. Huddersfield, Pet July6. Ord July 
xam Aug 4a 
Dares, = armarthen, Ironmonger. Carmarthen. PetJuly6. Ord July 6. 
xam 21 

Dunning, George, Bootle, Lancashire, Boot Dealer. Liverpool. Pet June 3, 
st July 7. me July 20 at 12 at the Courthouse, Government bldgs, Victoria 
8 a 


Liven; 
Sree William, Plaistow, Builder. High Court. PetJuly 6. Ord Julyé. 
xam Aug 7 at it at. 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
slot Baroy: Nelson, Lancashire, Chair Manufacturer. Burnley. Pet July 
July7. Exam = 30 at 10 
Fowlie J James Fraser, , Lancashire, Clerk. Liverpool. Pet July 7. Ord 
ye 8. : ser July 20 at 1: 12 ‘at the Courthouse, Government bldgs, Victoria st, 
Gilbert. Robert, Doddington grove, Kennington, out of Seeney, High Court. 
Pet July 7. Ord July 7. Bau Aug tat iat 5 Linooin'e ian elds 
Grant, Albert, Founder’s ct, ker. h Court. Pet July Ord 
July 6. Exam Aug 7 at 11 at 34, iineoin’s nn fie 
Green, John, Holme, Huntingd: . ‘Victualler. Peterborough, 
Pet July 7. Ord July 1. Exam July 98 at 12 
Hemingway, byehan, Dewsbury, Woolstapler. Dewsbury. PetJuly8. Ord 
u ug 
Henzel, , Septimus D., Manchester, Brewer. Salford, Pet June 18, Ord July s 
y 29 at 


Hiscock, Joseph, Bristol, Grocer, Bristol. Pet July6. OrdJuly 6. Exam July 
24 at 12 at Guildhall, Bristol 





gewiin, Max. Holborn citreus, Je weller. High Court. Pet June9. Ord July 8. 
y bg US Lineoin’s inn fields 
Hughes, John ham, Draper. Birmingham. Pet July 8. Ord July 8 
xam 
Jefeys, Richard Lowther, Queen Victoria st Blind Manuf Fish 
Court. Pet July 8. ‘Ord tales Exam Aug 18 at 11 at 34, Lincols inn fi 
Gent. Court, Pet June 9, Ord 


Jellicoe, A. C. M,, Park rd, Regent’s 
July 4. Exam Ang / at ii a6 3, Linools’s inn inn fields 
— Edward, Hastings, Staticner. astings. Pet July 7. Ord July 7. Exam 


ly 27 
Lewis, William, Liverpool, Chandler. cag: Pet Jul Ord July 8 
ee 4 Oe eS & Goh © ¢ thdes, V Victoria st, 
verpoo. 
Mark, Isaac, Memchestes, Wine Merchant, Manchester. Pet July 6. July 6. 
Exam J uly 23 at1 
a ~F Arthur Harry, Hassock’s Gate, Sussex, Builder. Brighton. Pet July 6. 
Ord July 6. Harry 30 at 12 
as oy) Gecrae, Blackburn, Lancashire, Tailor. Blackburn. Pet July 6. Ord 
Jul: i. July 28 at 11 
we ‘uly ea pypeaan, out of business. Wakefield. Pet July 


pee ye caine ayy Gt Yarmouth. Pet 
July 7, Ord En Wrigit, Bo gus 10 at 2.30 — owatall Ge Yarmouth 


Abercarn, nr Rewnert, Mon, Loo! lass Maker. Newport, 
Mon. Pet July 6. “Ord July 6. ates duly toot it 
i ~ 2iteed, Peatenee. me nr Halifax, Worsted iciinataiest Halifax. Pet 
vy. 
Rewaeey, Joseph, Bradford, = gn lg Woolstapler. Bradford. Pet July7. Ord 
wy. Exam July 24 at 12 
wn i at Convey. Nee te I Lodging House Keeper. Cambridge. Pet 
Jul Ord July 6. Exam July 15 
Scho’ eli, James, Horwood, nr Bolton, Lancashire, Public House Manager. 
Bolton. Pe Pet July 8. Ord July 6. Exam July 27 at 11 
Her, Eastbourne, rehant. Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet 
on aly 7 7. July 7. Exam A) 


atlt 
Stevenson, James, Guisborough Hawker. 8 Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough. Pet July 8. Ord July 8. i aS 
Sumner, Richard William, Tost pe Se Dock rd, Poplar, gate Kooper. 
Court. ag? i 1 Ord Jul: is pt us gt 4, Lin pers hottie 
Tepaboriein, Charles LI oy a. Jeane yh worth, out “ry business. 
h Court. PetJuly July Aug 11 at 1 at 34, Lincoln’s ian 
e 
Va on, Ctiver, Dieminghom, Golismith. Birmingham. Pet July 7. Ord 


Wharton, Joseph, ord, Lancashire, Knitted Hosiery Manufacturer. Salford. 
Pet July 6. Ord July 6. Exam July 29 at 11 
otley, Derbyshire, ¥ Farmer. Sheffield. Pet July 8. Ord 

—s Tas oar at 11.30 


ait Henry Thomas, Epping, Pe ee July 17 at 3.30. Cock Hotel, 


Ep PP: , Essex 
oah Jeornh | Manchester. July 26 at 8.30, Official Reesiver, Ogden’s 
“ehbrs Bridge st, Ma 
: + William, For Fonthill rd, Finsbury pk, Cheesemonger. Julyi7at12. 33, Carey 
oft coln’s in 
Charles, Fm w mn Cheshire, r. July 23 at 3. 
( ay ‘dal Receiver, 'O m’s ch (age st, sa x! 
Cohen, Ezra Joshua, ord. Lancashire, out of business. July 2 at 1%, The 
House, Encombe pl, Salford 
Cooper, « John Ramsay, Canterbury, Chemist. July 17 at 12. 32, St George's st, 


Pw i John, Huddersfield, Saddler, July ® at 11, Official Receiver, 


New st, Huc 

Cryer, Hen t, Commission Agent. July % at 12. Bankruptc 
bldgs, Portiga Lancck ginn fet _ nf Lied 

Davis , Grocer. July 22.at 11.90, County 


Court ¢ ‘Oras 
Griffiths, Grit out) 7 tel, Bristol 
Hall, Harvey, Oliver Hal, and Pate peer ot, Fete. Nine ¢ Wace oollen Manu- 
facturers, Jul 


| aaa Joseph, Baiatol, “Sacer. July it i Receiver, Bank 
e \ 
Hughes, John, Birmingham, Draper, July 28 at 2.30. Bankruptcy bldgs, Lin- 








a a at, it; ia; n-.n. n-. a - - .  | 
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Taw, Altved, Birstal, Yorkshire, Contractor. July 17 at 4. Official Receiver, 


, Charles, am, Cabinet Maker. July 17 at 11. Official Receiver, 


er, Arthur Harry, Hassock’s gate, Sussex, Builder. July 20 at 12. Official 

iver, 29, Bond st, Brighton 
Patchett, Alfred, Bradshaw, nr Halifax, Worsted Manufacturer. July 25 at 10.30. 

cial Receiver, Town! chbrs, Crossley st st. Halifax 
Penfold, Henry, West Wickham, Kent, Builder. July 17 at 3. Official Receiver, 
ae Victoria st, Westminster 
Isaac, Manchester, Wine Merchant. July 24 at 11.80. Official Receiver, 
ehbrs, Bridge st, chester 

Moore, Hi > Di , Herefordshire, Farmer. July 18at 2. Official Receiver, 


Blackburn, Lancashire, Tailor, July 20 at 2.30. Official Receiver, 


Ome. n, Simon, _ aed ur Newport, Hoo. Looking Glass Maker. July 2 at 
12. cial Receiver, 13, | ow a st, N on 
Piatoe a Ramsgate, Faintes jen Late at 3. $0, x! High st, Ramsgate 
Rencher, Annie Convey, Cam! use Keeper. July 20 at 12. 
Official Receiver, 5, Petty Cu neers 
Rhodes, Benjamin, and J von ys Rudillesden, ice Dest, Yorkshire, Dyers. 


July 20 at 4. Official Receiver Bank chb brs, Batley 
meral Dealer. July 20 at 2. Midland 
Hotel, Derb 


ieee t Martha, _— te, Leeds, Ge: 
= son, " rederick, Tromiey, Watchmaker. July 17 at 12. Official Receiver, 
Victoria st, Westminster 
Southam, William, t— crescent, Straw Hat Manufacturer. July 20 at 12. 
Bankruptcy bi ides, Portugel a st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Btevens, Harry, Ea , Builders’ Merchant. July 18 at 1. Bankruptcy 
gs, Po 


gal s 
Vaughton Oliver, ,» rm Goldsmith. July 24 at 11. Official Receiver, 
gham 
Warhurst, John, Heckmondwike, Yorkshire, Grocer. July 17 at 3. Official Re- 
ceiver, Bank chbrs, Ba 
Warren, ee, Hampton Court, Builder. July 18 at 11. Griffin Hotel, King- 


Wharton , Jooph Salford, Lancashire, Knitted Hosiery Manufacturer. July 29 
at 11.30. Court ‘house, Encombe pl, Salford 





4 
alee 








ADJUDICATIONS. 
Ales, Biers “Ty New Clee, Lincolnshire, Smackowner. Gt Grimsby. Pet 
= z comes Prescot rd, nr Liverpool, Musician. Liverpool. Pet June 2. 


Ay paw fe. Chares, Thorn Falcon, Somersetshire, Farmer. Taunton. Pet June 16. 


uly 8 
Bancroft, James Massey, Ashton under aaa Grocer. Ashton under Lyne and 
Stalybrid: >. PetJunei2. Ord July 
Bowey, Jo wm Pe ad Alnwick, Norttumberland, Ironfounder. Newcastle on 
ie. une 
B aay's Frederick John, Biwninshem, Builder. Birmingham. PetJune 16. Ord 


carr, Willian, Fonthill rd, Finsbury pk, Cheesemonger. High Court, Pet J: ee 


ocunguent Scam, Huddersfield, Saddier. Huddersfield. PetJuly6. Ord J 

Dyneey, Charles Henry, Gloucester, Bookseller. Gloucester. Pet July 2. 
w 

Davis, ’ Thomas, Madeley, Salop, Grocer. Madeley. Pet June 29. Ord July 7 

vee. f Count Edmond, Jermyn st, St James’. High Court. Pet Jan 1. 
rd Jv 

Fidding, "Thomas, Da David, Hackney rd, Commission Agent. High Court. Pet 
ay 1 

Gee, a sthur, Staiford, Painter. Stafford. Pet June 18, Ord July 6 

aieers robert, arn ington grove, Kennington, out of business. High Court. 
e 7 Tr 

Gx riffiths, Grimeh. P Ply;nouth, Engineer. East Stonehouse. Pet July 4. Ord 


uly 6 
Haime, Charles Frederick, : Te Monmouthshire, Cowkeeper. Newport, 
Mon. Pet June 23. Jul yf 
nord duly Hoddesdon, Hertfordshire, Baker. Hertford. Pet June 22. 


Frederick Richard He residence unkno’ angi, “Ord vu 2nd 
Battalion of soon Scots Fusiliers. igh Court. byt J 
lanes, 5 ae , Onneley, Salop, Farmer. Nantwich Crewe. Mag! Ap ia 16. 
une 
Labeck, Carl, Falmouth, Cornwall, Ship Chandler. Truro, Pet June 30. Ord 


Moxon, Jom ohn, Lee terr, Blackheath, Solicitor’s Clerk. High Court. Pet April 
Parker, aismuoter Liewdite, Nantwich, Cheshire, Builder. Nantwich and 
we. PetJune5. Ord June 19 
Papen, aed —— w, nr Halitax, Worsted Manufacturer, Halifax. Pet 
uly1. Ord J 
Rawnsley, toake Bradford, Yorks, Woolstapler. Bradford. Pet July 7. Ord 


Rencher, Apate Convey, Cambridge, Lodging house Keeper. Cambridge. Pet 
6 u 
Smith, TA re Derbyshire, Builder. Burton on Trent. Pet June 16. 


Stevenson, erase, F Guisborough, Hawker. Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough. 
st Jr 
Stinson, Jose h ae Cc oe, Wonsestenshine, Glazed Brick Manufacturer. Stour- 
ridge. Pe “Pet June 15. Ord July 
Sturges, James, Cn peenhetige rd, Bethnal Green, Corn Dealer. High Court. Pet 
June 1 rd Jul 
Sumner, Richard iiiam, East India Dock rd, Poplar, Hotel Keeper. High 
Court. . Pet June 26, Ord July 8 
Tamberlain; eae plore, ww +h Rodney st, Walworth, Out of business, 
High —— Pet July 6. 
Tentont, S55 Joh my Burwood mews, Edgware rd, Cab Proprietor. High Court. Pet 
pr 9 
wes, Henry ory Boter st, Westminster, Rag Merchant. High Court. PetJune 
ti 
Whetton, Mic hael, Totley, Derbyshire, Farmer. Sheffield. Pet July 8 Ord 


July 8 
d Tuwspay, July 14, 1885. 
~ RDERS. 
May v r Hye rth, Glamorganshire, Furniture Dealer. Pontypridd. 


ioe J ay Ord Ju ‘ iy Uxam Li 2s at) u . ners 
ASO erchan' Pont t 
July & Ord ria 9. i TeGeae, . vert 


Bircher, Alfred, j Tamworth ri, Beatfordshire, Grocer. Birmingham, Pet J 
il. ‘Ord d th me ty fe ep 
Boyer, rae alter, Powsey,. Wilts, Uris Swindon, Pet July 10, On 


Bi tn ¢" ann tee oY! A. Hh Pet July¢. Ord 
. ounsd Court, n 
og W aula ase aah ther a Hreabinaker. "Bt Alban's, PebJuly 1 








‘Wimbledon, Fishmonger. Kingston, Surrey. Pet July 


ea See BES EIST eee Builder. Tunbridge Wells, Pet 


Dette st, Contractor for ‘Works. 
pe urt, Pet Jan 3. Ord July 10. Goes Ane sees Ahi a. 
elds 


se Hirt ate LESS Beh ES, 


Eslick, Heary, Tne erses Traveller. Bedford, PetJuly9. Ord July 


ay Aug eck Se ¢ inn aplniaiaant 


Carmarthen. 


2 
8. eae; aor, 7 Be day 
Henson, Rae : tn Old asord, Nottingham, Bootmaker. Nottingbam. Pet 
Hope, Henry Js ames, ; Marden, Herefordshire, Cider Merchant. Hereford. Pet 


ice ge hy ky aay we vege & Conent Work s. 


Pet J 1 Ord Ful 
soetinghasn. Bet Say in Yor, Innkeeper. as Aue tt Pet July & Ond July 9, 


Exam Jul 31 at 12, Uilakelt, ark. 
7 George, rg Shefteld, qeilahall Yo Sheffield. Pet July 9. Ord July 9. Exam 
July 3 at 11 


eo 4 “Pet daly ih. Ord duly texan A To. Sepp eemeny wating 


Kershaw, Hi Pet June li. Ord July 
sm July 28 at tt J a 
Laurie, James . Bristol. Pet July 8. Ord July 9, 
July 2i.at 19 at Gull ; 


Ligtio, Jemee, Woogchester rd, Paddi 
et July 9. Ord July 9. liner na, Pada 


sa ge artes ' suewcntipongh-iad 


s Clerk, Swansea. wig yn 
hn de Exam 


wants TM Ora July 8, “Sam Ang Ang iat {tat Sea RAVES Ord July 


5 at 10.30 


at tH. 
Rak uly i Ebert manana roe eames. 
oon July 9. oo” Beam July at at Hull, 


Ostler, Geo qailor, Kington upon, Hu upon Hall. Pet July 11. 
Tuly 11 Seen estasioral 


Cheltenbam, 1 a Pet July 8. 
rd Ji 8. Exam 
Pearl, John, Roxwell Farmer. Chelmsford. Pet July 4. Ord July 11. 


Exam Aug 17 at 12 at 
Poties Charles, New Kent rd, Egg Dealer. Court. Pet July7. Ord July 
s. Pet July it, Ord July it. 


Exam Aug 13 at 11 at Lincoln’s inn 
Puilan, George; waded Farmer. 
sarnpana, Roomes H umphrey, Camborne, Cornwall, Draper. Truro. Pet July 
uly 8. Eun Jake 3 25 at 11.30 
Al Gentleman. igh Court. Pet July 10. 
Ord Jul 10. Aug 11 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fi 
Conduit Regent 


Thorpe, Arthur Charles, st, Diamond 
Court. Pet July 8 Ord July 9. cqokendhelghepedenr ating 


, William bt and Alexander William ‘s 
Tee 7 Pet yale an il. ee arr roe 


A SR pg ey elds 
Toynton, Wiliam, Lam ‘Hants. Printer. Portsmouth. Pet July & Ord 









W: , John, ii lane, Saddler. Bigh Cows. Pet July 11. Ord 
July 11. Exam Aug 11 at li at Lincoln's inn fi 

wi ea hig that Tha 9b eat High Court. Pet July & Ord July 
Whee +4, se Tier’ Sunderland. Pet Jely 9. Ord 

wh tha, We an Ty 2g ea tee Sheffield. Pet July 9. Ord July @. 


Exam July 30 at 11. 
Wilde, oh (i amp ion Birmingham. Pet July 0. 
Ord July 9. Exam Aug 5 at 2 
Williams, Toseph, » Wrexham, Denbighshire, Hairdresser. Wrexham. Pet July 

orgs Buttersos Part Park rd, Hay Dealer, Wandsworth. Pet July 7. 
Ord July 9. eae Ane F atordshive, 


Worbc Alfred. La 
Sane Ord =. teentn July 30 


The follont ded ese an a 


Oxbe .Bawand Thootmid, Birminghaen, Corn Dealer, . Birmingham. Pet Apr 
2. “Ord May 3. Exam July 30 


poi Recever or Hyman. Glamorganshire, Furniture Dealer. July 2 at 5. 
an pg ga Hay Menshent. July 33 at 12. 
Siders yy Keeper. July 22 at 11. Oficial Receiver, 
Lancashire, Boot Manufactarer, July © at 12.15. 


.) . be 
peta Bae ncom| Salford July 24 at 1. Ofasl B 


pan aces pet. tum Fi Jreemenaees. anett 
a Heary Ties, Porta a aly bs at 1. § St Peuheng, 


Prost, Uharies 3 North st, Guildford, Harness Maker. July 22 at 12. 3 and ®, 
Fryer, John, Routh Stock Rid: of Yortehire, Chemist. Poly Mt at 
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Jewitt, Andrew, Ulleskelf, York, Innkeeper. July 22 at 12. Official Receiver, 
Jones, aie itt July 22 at 1. Official Receiver, Figtree 


J ——— pens See. Seas v6, Fassiigion, Cab Pro- 
Surat i rane, Enot eee hcton. Ei Dealer, July 21 at 11. 
e G orse ler. 
Sao nsee Beak ot 


Laurie, James, Bristol, nk st, Linea Dra J 23 at 12. Official Receiver, 

Bank chmbrs, Bristol sian 

tae nee July 22 at 3. Official Receiver, 35; 

ee. Sees gered Foster, Gt Tower st, Wine Merchant. July 22 at 2. 38, 
Lincoln’s in: 

Martin, , t-. Thomas, Eastbourne, Decorator. July 22 at 12. Bankruptcy 


M Swansea, Ship Broker’s Clerk. July 23 at 11. Official 
Py 6, Ri st, Swansea 
Frank, Birmingham, Tool Maker. July 24 at 3. Official Receiver, Bir- 


Mae, os ~ aa Blackheath. Solicitor’s Clerk. July 22 at 11. 33, Carey 
Lincoln’s 
Newman, Charlies Wright, Southtown, Suffolk, Carpenter. July 2 ati. H.P. 
Goule. Official Receiver, 8, King 
James, Cleator Moor, Cumberland, Stationer. July 23 at3. 67, Duke st, 


Page, Edgar, Cheltenham, Art Needlework Designer. July 21 at 4.15. County 
Pryer. Silvanus, we st, Dorking, out of business. July 21 at 38. Official Receiver, 
~ _ estminster 
Josep — Bradford, Yorkshire, Woolstapler. July 22 at 12. Official 
a. Tveaste chbrs, Bradford 
ee > Teepe nr Bolton, Publichouse Manager. July 22 at11. 16, 
Schubert, G., Union Old Broad st, Shi July 22 at 2. 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn ee woh mi . 


Skinner, William Alfre’, Ban , Oxfordshire, Grocer. July 25 at 12. Official 
Receiver. 1, St Aldate’s, Oxf 


Stevenson, James, pg h, Yi , Hawker. July 21 at 11.30. Official 
Tamberiain, Cbaries Lloyd 7a, Rodney alworth, t of busin July 23 at 12. 
wo: ou ess. ly 23a 
Warner Richard, Church st, Stoke Newington, Grocer. July 22 at 11. 
a 
36, 29, Bt Swithin’s lane 
William Snow, Sheffield, Tailor. July 22 at 3. Official Receiver, 
oe eeeey, Derbyshire, Farmer. July 22 at 12. Official Receiver, 
My an July 27 at 11. Official 


Wiliams, Receiver, Hert Wresham, Denbighshire, Haireutter. July 22 at 2.30. Official 
Renatnte, Ontys chbrs, Chester 








ADJUDICATION. 


Archer, Cagsten, Rotten’, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Nottingham. Pet 
July 4. Ord July 9 
Se ee ae, Deven, Bootates. High Court. Pet June 22. 


Bassett, Treorkey, Glamorganshire, Hay Merchant. Pontypridd. Pet 
July 8. Ord July 10 
pias, Ord Jay a st, Financial Agent. High Court. Pet 
4 yy . Birmingham. Pet 4uly2. Ord July 
—; en Munro, not now in England. High Court. Pet "sly 6. 
tr Salford, Lancashire, Boot Manufacturer. Salford. Pet July 8. 
Wiliam John, 1 setae ee Shepherd’s Bush, Coachman. High Court. 
Jemima, York villas. Northumberland Park, Tottenham, Widow. Edmon- 
Pet June17. Ord July 10 
= = ——e - Licensed Victualler. Sheffield. Pet 
‘une 
een Commenter eg, Clean. High Court. Pet June 17. 
yer, Joh © South Stockton, } evth Biting of ¥ orkshire, Chemist. Stockton on 
ae re Pet Jul ey 
—-. John, Dudley. Pet July 8 Ord 
eet ears Arthur Eastgate, Walmgate, York, Jeweller. York. Pet June 2%. 
es seen, Herefordshire, Cider Merchant. Hereford. Pet 
Serene Holloway rd, Ironmonger. High Court. Pet June 
’ Comtenbuny- Pet May 16. Gt digs 
Sheffield. Ironmonger. Sheffield. Pet July 9. ‘Ord July 8 
Sheffield, Sheffield. Junes. Ord July 
yee court, Fenchurch st, Wine Merchant. High Court, Pet 
Themas, Swansea, Shipbroker’s Clerk. Swansea. Pet July 9. Ord 


ohn Francis, Birmingham, Jeweller. Birmingham. Pet June 11. Ord 


sista (zegice 


at 





ee 
= 
y 


iT 


i 





ee a ae eee fot Reading. Pet June 12. Ord July 10 


Schofi casbire, Public - 
eld, Ji Pet uly 6. Or SF eae Lan ouse Manager 
Shyngle, Josephus sores, tenahty st, Mecklenburgh sq, Gentleman. — 


urt. Pet Apr Pt pre hae bag 24 
rs Frederick mt, Watchmaker. Croydon. Pet July 3. 


ord dug 10 George Alexander, Hertford, Gentleman. High Court. Pet July 10. 
bs > 4 Gooupe, Qaledonten rd, Islington, Tool Manufacturer. High Court. 
Pet June 19. 


be = William, a Hants, Printer. Portsmouth. Pet July 8 Ord 


y Otiee Chapel, Lancashire, Music Seller. Manchester. Pet 

une 

a 9 te Kingston upon Hull, Wool Broker. Bradford. Pet June 12. 
1 


Wyiter, ae, Larkhall lane, Clapham, Saddler. High Court. Pet rad li. Ord 
uly 1 


Wetrworth, George. York, Butcher. York. Pet June 26. Ord J 

Watson, Alexander Hook, Basinghall st, Clerk in General Peed Office for 
Shi h Court. Pet Feb 23. Ord July 9 

be a 1g jighn Gilesgate Moor, nr Durham, Fruiterer. Durham. Pet June 


Wheeler Walter Henry, Barborne, Worcestershire, Commercial Clerk. Wor- 
cester. Pet June 25, Ord July 9 

Whelpton, William Snow. Sheffield. Tailor. Sheffield. Pet July 9. Ord July 9 
Willcox, Charles James, Moseley, Warwickshire, out of employment. Birming- 
ham. Pet June 25. Ord July 10 

The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 12, 1885. 

Oxborrow, Edward Theobald, Birmingham, Corn Dealer. Birmingham. Pet 

Apr 21. Ord May 
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